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HEARING TO EXTEND FIVE EXPIRING CHILD
NUTRITION PROGRAMS

TUESDAY, APRIL 2, 1985

House OF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY,
AND VoCATIONAL EDUCATION,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:45 a.m., in room
2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Augustus F. Hawkins
(chairman of the subcommittee) presidix;f.

Members present. Representatives Hawkins, Kildee, Martinez,
Hayes, Goodling, Chandler, McKernan, and Gunderson.

Staff present. Jack Jennings, majority counsel, Mary Jane Fiske,
Republican senior legislative associate, and Mary O’Hara, staff.

[Text of H.R. 7 follows:]

{H. R 7. 93th Congress, 1st Session)

A BILL To extend and improve the National School Lunch Act and the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966

Be 1« enavted by the Senate and Huuse of Representatives of the Unuited States of
America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

Secriun 1. This Act may be cited as the “School Lunch and Child Nutrition
Amendments of 1985”.

AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS UNDER THE CHILD NUTRITION ACT OF 1966

Skc. 2. (a) Section 17 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended—

1) 1n subsection (cX2) by striking out “Subject to” and all that follows
through '1984.” and .nserting in lieu thereof “subject to amounts appropriated
for the purposes of this program under subsection (g)—"";

\2) in subsection (g} by striking out the first sentence and insert'ng in lieu
thereuf ‘There are authorized to be apprupnated $1,350,000,000 for fiscal year
1985, $1,700,000,000 for fiscal year *986, $1,850,000,000 for fiscal year 1987, and
$2,000,000,000 for fiscal year 1988, tor the purpose of carrying out the program
authorized by this section.”; and
“1338;8!,11 subsection thx2) by striking out “1984” and inserting in lieu thereof

by Section Tw of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended by striking out
“1984” and inserting in lieu thereof “1988”.

dtc» Section 19yA2) of the Child Nutntion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1788yX2) 1s amend-
e t—

1) by striking out “1984" and inserting in lieu thereof *“1938”, and

2) by striking out in the second sentence "'$5,000,000” and inserting in lieu
thereof “$7,500,000",

(33
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AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS UNDER THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT

Sec. 3. (a) Section 13(p) of the National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1761(p)) is
amended by striking out “1984” and inserting in lieu thereof “1988”.

(b) Section 14(a) of the National School Lunch Act (42 U.8.C. 1762a(a)) is amended
by striking out “1984” and inserting in lieu thereof ““1988".

INCREASE IN FEDERAL REIMBURSEMENT FOR REDUCED PRICE MEALS

Sec 4. (a) Section 11(aX2) of the National School Lunch Act is amended by strik-
ing out ““40” and inserting in lieu thereof “25”.
(b) Section 9(bX3) of the National School Lunch Act is amended in the third sen-
tence by striking out “40” and inserting in lieu thereof ““25”.
(c) Section 4(b) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended—
(1) in Paragraphs (1XB) and (1XC) by striking out “30” and inserting in lieu
thereof “15”; and .
(2) in Paragraph (2XC) by striking out “thirty” and inserting in lieu thereof
“fifteen”’.

INCREASE IN INCOME GUIDELINES FOR DETERMINING ELIGIBILITY FOR REDUCED PRICE
MEALS

Sec. 5. Section 9(XIXA) of the National School Lunch Act is amended in the
fourth sentence by striking out “185"” and inserting in lieu thereof “195”.

ADDITIONAL FUNDING TO IMPROVE SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM MEAL PATTERN

Sec. 6. (a) Section 4(b) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended by inserting
at the end thereof the following paragraph:

“(3) The Secretary ghall increase by 6 cents the annually adjusted payment for
each breakfast served under this Act and section 17 of the National School Lunch
Act to assist States in improving the nutritional quality of such breakfasts, to the
extent feasible.”.

(b} The Secretary of Agriculture shall review and revise the nutrition require-
ments for meals served under the school breakfast program to improve the mutri-
tional quality of such meals, taking into consideration both the findings of the Na-
t.onal Evaluation of School Nutrition Programs and the need to provide increased
flexibility in meal planning to local school food service authorities. Not later than
one hundred and eighty days after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
of Agriculture shall promulgate regulations to implement such revisions.

EXTENSION OF OFFER VERSUS SERVE PROVISION TO THE SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM

Skc. 7. Section 4(e) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended—
(1) by inserting “(1)” after “(e)”’; and
(2) by inserting at the end thereof the following new paragraph:

“2) Students in schools that participate in the school breakfast program under
this Act, at the option of the local school food authority, may be allowed to refuse
not more than one item of such mea] which they do not intend to consume, and any
such failure to accept such offered food item shall not affect the full charge to the
student fur a breakfast meeting the requirements of this section or the amount of
payments made under this Act to any such school for such breakfast.”.

CHANGE IN TUITION LIMITATION FOR PRIVATE SCHOOLS

Skec. 8. (a) Section 12(dX5) of the National School Lunch Act is amended—
$(21)563 the girst sentence by striking out “$1,500” and inserting in lieu thereof
“ , n; an
(2) by inserting at the end thereof the following new sentence, “On July 1,
1985, and on each subsequent July 1, the Secretary shall prescribe an annual
adjustment in the tuition limitation amount in the first sentence of this para-
graph to reflect changes in the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers
during the most recent twelve-month period for which such data 18 available.”.
(b) Section 15(c) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended—
(1) in paragraph (A) by striking out “$1,500” and inserting in lieu thereof
“$2,500”; and
(2) by inserting at the end thereof the following new sentence. “On July 1,
1985, and on each subsequent July 1, the Secretary shall prescribe an annual
adjustment in the tuition limitation amount in the first sentence of this para-
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graph to reflect changes in the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers
during the most recent twelve-month period for which such data is available.”.

ADDITION OF ONE MEAL AND ONE SNACK TO THE CHILD CARE FOOD PROGRAM

Skc. 9. Section 17(fX2XB) of the National School Lunch Act is amended by striking
out “two meals and one supplement” and inserting in lieu thereof “three meals and
two supplements”.

EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN MEDICAL EXPENSES FROM INCOME OF HOUSEHOLD

SEec. 10. Section 9(bX3) of the National School Lunch Act is amended—
(1) by inserting ‘“(A)” after “(3)”; and
(2) by inserting at the end of such paragraph the following new subparagraph.
“(B) For purposes of determining eligibility under subparagraph (A), ‘house-
hold income’ does not include unusually high medical payments which (i) could
not be reasonably anticipated or controlled by the household, and (ii} were not
recoverable through public or private sources.”.

ELIMINATION OF REFERENCE TO FOOD STAMP PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS

Skc. 11. Section 9(bX1XA) of the National School Lunch Act is amended—
(1) by striking out in the second sentence “For the school years ending June
30, 1982, and June 30, 1983, the” and inserting in lieu thereof “The”, and
(2) by striking out the third sentence.

VERIFICATION LIMITATION

Skc. 12. Section 9BX2XC) of the National School Lunch Act is amended by striking
out the period at the end of the third sentenze and inserting in lieu thereof *,
except that the Secretary may not require any such verification for any fiscal year
for which funds have not been appropriated to reimburse local school food authori-
ties for the direct costs, as defined by commonly accepted accounting principles, at-
tributable to such verification. There are authorized to be appropriated for each
fiscal year such sums as may be necessary to carry out any verification required
under this subparagraph.”.

RESTORATION OF CERTAIN KINDERGARTENS TO SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM

Sec. 13. Section 3(a) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended in the first
sentence :mmediately before “, and (2)”" by inserting “(except that the preceding lim-
itation shall not apply to kindergarten programs in such schools)”.

CHILD CARE FOOD PROGRAM REIMBURSEMENT RATES

Skc. 14. (a) Section 17(b) of the National School Lunch Act is amended by striking
out “as provided in subsection ()" and inserting in lieu thereof “served in the
manner specified in subsection (c)”.

(b} Section 17(c) of the National School Lunch Act is amended to read as follows.

“«) The Secretary shall provide assistance to each State in the following manner.

(1) For meals served to children in institutions, other than family or group
day care home sponsoring organizations, where no less than two-thirds of the
children enrolled are members of families that satisfy the income standards for
free and reduced price school meals under section 9 of this Act, and no less than
one third of the children enrolled are members of families that satisfy the
income standards for free school meals under section 9 of this Act, each State
shall receive an amount equal to the sum of the products obtained by multiply-

“(AXi) the total number of breakfasts served in the State in these institu-
tions by (ii) the national average patyment rate for free breakfasts under
section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966;

“(BXi) the total number of lunches and suppers served in the State in
these institutions by (ii) the sum of the national average payment rate for
lunches under section 4 of this Act, and the national average payment rate
for free lunches under section 11 of this Act; and

“(CXi) the tctal number of supplements served in the State in these insti-
tutions by (il) the national average payment rate for free supplements
served in such institations.

+9
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(2} For meals served to children in institutions electing to use the reimburse-
ment procedures under subsection (fX3) of this section each State shall receive
assistance in the following manner—

"(A) for meals served to children who are members of families that satis-
fy the income standards for free school meals under section 9 of this Act
each State shall receive an amount equal to the sum of the products ob-
tained by multiplying—

“GXD the number of breakfasts served by (II) the national average
payment rate for free breakfasts under section 4 of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966;

“(1iXI) the numbers of lunches and suppers served by (II) the sum of
the national average payment rate for lunches under section 4 of this
Act and the national average payment rate for free lunches under sec
tion 11 of this Act; and

“(1i1XI) the number of supplements served by (II) the national average
payment rate for supplements determined under clause (C) of para-
graph (1) of this subsection; and

‘“(B) for meals served to children who are members of families that satisfy
the income standards for reduced-price meals under section 9 of this Act,
each State shall receive an amount equal to the sum of the products ob-
tained by multiplying—

“GXD) the number of breakfasts served by (II) the national average
payment rate for reduced-price breakfasts under section 4 of the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966;

“(iiXI) the number of lunches and suppers served by (II) the sum of
the national average payment rate for lunches under section 4 of this
Act and the national average payment rate for reduced-price lunches
under section 11 of this Act;

“(iaXD) the number of supplements served by (II) the national average
payment rate for supplements determined under clause (C) of para-
gratph (2) of this subsection; and

*(C) for meals served to all other children in these institutions, each
State shall receive an amount equal to the sum of the products obtained by
multipl)rin —

“(iXI} the number of breakfasts served to such children by (II) the na-
tional average payment rate for breakfasts under section 4 of the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966;

“(iiXI) the number of lunches and suppers served to such children by
(IhI) t‘}{etnational average payment rate for lunches under section 4 of
this Act;

*(iiiXI) the number of supplements served to such children by (II) the
national average payment rate for supplements determined under
clause (C) of paragraph (3) of this subsection,

“(3) Fo. meals served in family or group day care homes, each State shall
receive amounts sufficient to make payments for such meals under subsec-
tion (fX4) of this section.

'(4) For purposes of this section—

“(A) the national average payment rate for free lunches and suppers,
the national average payment rate for reduced-price lunches and sup-

| pers, and the national average payment rate for paid lunches and sup-
rs shall be the same as the national average payment rates for free
unches, reduced-price lunches, and paid lunches, respectively, under
sections 4 and 11 of this Act as appropriate;
“(B) the national average payment rate for free breakfasts, the na-

tional average payment rate for reduced-price breakfasts, and the na-
tional average payment rate for paid breakfasts shall be the same as
the national average payment rates for free breakfasts, reduced-price
breakfasts, and paid breakfasts, respectively, under sectior. 4(b) of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966;

“(C) the national average payment rate for free ;s;;’plements shall be
30 cents, the national average payment rate for uced-price supple-
ments shall be one-half the rate for free supplements, and the national
average payment rate for paid supplements shall be 2.75 cents; and

*(D} deierminations with regard to eligibility for free and reduced-
price meals and supglements shall be made in accordance with the
income eligibility guidelines for free lunches and reduced price lunches,
reapectively, under section 9 of this Act.”.
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(c) Section 17(f) of the National School Lunch Act is amended—

(1) by amending subparagraph (2)A) to read as follows:

“(2XA) Subject to subparagraph (B), the disbnrsement to any institution for
meals Pmﬁded under this section shall not be less, for any fiscal yest, than the
sum of the products obtained by multiplying the total number of each type of
meal (breakfast, lunch or supper, or supplement) served in such institution in
that fiscal year by the applicable national average payment rates for States for
each such type of meal at that category of institution, unless the resulting sum
exceeds the cost to the institution o groviding such meals.”;

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) (and any references thereto) as
paragraphs (4) and (5), respectivel{l; and

(3)}}){3inserting before paragraph (4) (as so designated) the following new para-
graph (3):

*(3) Institutions, other than family or group day care home sponsoring organi-
zations, may elect to receive reimbursement in accordance with the eligibility of
each enrolled child for free, reduced-price, or paid meals under section 9 of this
Act. Such reimbursement shall be based on (’.‘)Xa)l the nationa] average payment
rates for lunches under section 4 of this Act, (B) the national average payment
rates for free lunches and reduced-price lunches under section 11 of this Act, (C)
the national average payment rates for breakfasts, free breakfasts, and reduced-
price breakfasts under section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, and (D) the
national average payment rates for supplements under subsection (c) of this sec-

tion.”.

FOOD SERVICE EQUIPMENT ASSISTANCE

Skc. 15. \@) The National School Lunch Act is amended by inserting after section 4
the following section:

‘““FOOD SERVICE EQUIPMENT ASSISTANCE

“Sec. 5. Of the sums apgrogmated for any fiscal year pursuant to the authoriza-
o

tion contained in section this Act, $10,000,000 shall be available to the Secre-
tary for the purpese of providing during such fiscal year foud service equipment as-
sistance for the school lunch program under this Act pursaant to the provisions of
this section. The Secretary shall only frov;de assistance under this section to school
food authonties described in section 4(bA2) in which 60 per centum or more of the
lunches served in the school lunch program during the second preceding school year
were served free or at a reduced price.”. .
(b) Subsection (d) of section 12 of the National School Lunch Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph: .
*18) ‘Food service equipment’ means equigment used by schools in storing,
preparing, or serving food for schoolchildren.”.

USE OF SCHOOL LUNCH FACILITIES FOR ELDERLY PROGRAMS

Skc. 16. Section 12 of the National School Lunch Act is amended by inserting at
the end thereof the following new subsection:

"w Facilities, equipment, and_personnel provided to school food authorities for
programs under this Act and under the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 may be used, as
determined by the local educational agency, to support nonprofit nutrition . .ograms
for the elderly uncluding programs funded under the Older Americans Act).”.

LIMITATION ON CHANGES IN INCOME FOR PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY

Skc. 17. The Secretary may not make any change in the method of calculating
income, as 1n effect on January 1, 1985, useg to determine eligibilitk for free or re-
duced-price meals, fvod supplements, or other assistance under the National School
Lunch Act or the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, which would result in any reduction
in, or demal of, such assistance, except as specifically directed in an enactment of
law. The hmitation under this section shall take effect on the date of the enactment
of this Act and shall be effective through fiscal year 198S.

AUTOMATIC ELIGIBILITY FOR CERTAIN PROGRAMS

SEc. 18. Section 9(b) of the National School Lunch Act is amended by inserting
after paragraph () the followingenew paragragh:

. "6, Any child whu 15 a member of a huusehold under the food stamp program or
a member of an AFDC assistance unit wunder the aid to families with dependent

Q
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children program under part A of title IV of the Social Security Act), in a State
where the standard of eligibility for such assistance does not exceed 130 per centum
of the income poverty guidelines, shall be served & free lunch and breakfast without
further application or eligibility determinations. For the purposes of any verifica-
tion under paragraph (2XC), proof of rece}'pt of such assistance as is required under

the preceding sentence shall be sufficient.”.

ELIGIBILITY OF CERTAIN 8PONSORS FOR THE SUMMER FOOD PROGRAM

Sec 19. (a) Section 13(aX1) of the National School Lunch Act is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B) by inserting “private nonprofit organizations,” after
“county governments”;

(2) by striking out “and (E)” and inserting in lieu thereof “(F)”; and

(3) by inserting “(E) ‘private nonprofit organizations’ includes only such orga-
nizations (including summer camps) which (i) operate at not more than fifteen
sites, or operate at not more than twenty sites pursuant to a waiver under sub-
section (iX2), and (ii) use self-preparation facilities to prepare meals or obtain
meals from a public facility (such as a school district, public hospital, or State
university); and” after subsection (D).

(b) Section 13 of the National School Lunch Act is amended by inserting after sub-
section (h) the following new subsection:

“(iX1) Eligible private nonprofit organizations entitled to participate in programs
under this section as service providers shall be limited to those that—

“(A) operate in areas where a school food authority or the local, municipal, or
county government has not indicated by March 1 of any year that such author-
ity or :uch unit of local government will operate a program under this section
in such year;

“(B) exercise full control and authority over the operation of the food service
programs under this section at all sites under their sponsorship;

“(C) provide ongoing year-round activities for children;

‘(D) demonstrate adequate management and fiscal capacity to operate pro-
grams under this section; and

‘(EY meet applicable State and local health, safety, and sanitation standards.

“(2)_The Secretary may waive the limitation to fifteen sites under subsection
WXIXE) and permit a private nonprofit organization under this section to operate at
not more than twenty sites if such organization demonstrates to the satisfaction of
the Secretary that an unmet need for such additional sites exists and that such or
ganization has the capability to serve such additional sites.”.

APPORTIONMENT OF FUNDS

SEec. 20. Section 17() of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended—
(a) by inserting “(1)” after “()”; and
(b) by inserting after paragraph (1) (as so designated) the following new para:

aph:
“(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, funds appropriated for a full l
fiscal year under this sectiun shall be appurtioned in such manner as shall ensure
that not less than 70 per centum of the total funds appropriated for such fiscal year
are obligated or expended by July 1 of such fiscal year, except that such require-
ment shall not apply to any supplemental apprupniations enacted after January 1 of
such fiscal year or to any funds reallocated pursuant to paragraph (1).”.
|
|

EXPENDITURE OF FUNDS FOX THE SBPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM

Skec. 21. (a) Section 17(1) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended by insert-
:ng after paragraph .2, \as su designated in section 19, the following new paragraph,

‘(3) Notwithstanding any other provisions of law, not more than 2.5 per centum of
any State's allocation under this section for supplemental foods for any fiscal year
may be expended by such State for expenses incurred under this section for supple
mental foods during the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year for which the sums
were appropriated.”.

(b, The amendments made by subsection (&) shall not apply to appropriations
made before the date of enactment of this Act.

COSTS FOR NUTRITION SERVICES AND ADMINISTRATION

Skc. 22. (a) Section 17(b) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended—
(1) by striking cut paragraph (1);
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(2) by r(idesiggating paragraphs (2), (8), and (4) as paragraphs (1), (2), and (3),
respectively; an
@ by inserting after paragraph (3), as so redesignated, the following new

P oo i
«(4) ‘Costs for nutrition services and administration’ means costs that shall
mnclude, but not be limited to, costs for certification of eligibilitw ls;rsoms for
participation in the program (including centrifuges, measuring , spectro-
photometers, and scales used for such certification), food delivery, monitoring,
nutrition education, outreach, startup costs, and general administration applica-
ble to implementation of the program under this section, such as the cost of
staff, warchouse facilities, transportation, insurance, developing and printing
food instruments, and administration of State and local agency officcs.”.
(b) Section 17 of the Act is amended—
1) by stnki(r;& out “administrative funds” each place it appears in subsections
dX11), X, (hX3), and (hX4), and inserting in lieu thereof “funds for nutrition
services and administration”; and
{2) by striking our “administrative costs” each place it appears in subsection
th) ang inserting in lieu thereof “costs for nutrition services and administra-

tion”.

IMPROVING STATE AGENCY ADMINISTRATIVE SYSTEMS
Sec. 23. Section 17g) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended ir. the second

sentence by inserting “providing technical assistance to improve State agency ad-
ministrative systems,” r “health benefits,”.

COORDINATION WITH AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHI.DREN PROGRAM

Skc. 24. Section 17X1XK) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended by insert-
ing ' the aid to families with dependent children program,” after “child abuse coun-
seling,”. :

PAPERWORK REDUCTION

Skc. 25, Section 17thxl) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended by insertin
at the end thereof “The Secretary shall limit any such documentation requi
under the preceding sentence to a minimal level.”.

NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

Sec. 26. «@ Section 17(kX1) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended by in-
serung at the end thereof “The Secretary shall fill any vacancy in the Council
within ninety days.”.

(b) Saction 17(kX3) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended—

(1) 1n the first sentence by inserting immediately before the period “and shall
ensure that the Council meets at least once every twelve months”; and
(2) by striking out the second sentence.

STUDY OF A UNIVERSAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

Skc. 27. The National School Lunch Act is amended by inserting at the end there-
of the following new section:

“STUDY OF A UNIVERSAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

‘SEc. 24. The Secretary shall conduct a study to consider the feasibility of making
the school lunch program a universal program for all children and to consider vari-
ous methods of operating a self-financing school lunch program for all children, in-
ciuding reserving a separate source of revenue for any such program The Secretary
shall submut a report of such study to the Congress, together with any recommenda-
tions or proposals for legislation, by January 1, 1988.”,

EXTENSION OF SCHOOL LUNCH PILOT PROJECT STUDY ’

Skc. 2%. () Subject to the availability of appropriations, the ongoing school lunch
iot project study of alternative means of providing assistance under the school
runch program by distributing all cash and all letters of credit in lieu of commod-
1ties shall be extended through the school year ending June 30, 1986 Such study

extension shall include at least sixteen of the school districts currently using the
commodity letter of credit approach, at least sixteen of the school districts currently

|
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using the cash in lieu of commodities approach, and shall include the six remaining
participating school districts from the original study pursuant to section 20(b) of the
National School Lunch Act. The study shall include bonus commodities and shall be
all cash in lieu of commodities or all letters of credit 1n Lieu of commodities. Control
sites shall remain constant. A full report on such study extension shall be made by
the Secretary of Agriculture to the Congress by December 15, 1985.

" "Ypon request of a participating school district (and after consultation with the
Comptroller General of the United States with respect to accounting procedures
used to determine any losses), the Secretary of Agriculture shall provide cash com-
pensation, subject to the availability of funds, to a achool district which was partici-
pating in the school lunch pilot project study on or before the date of the enac*r.ent
of this Act for losses sustained by the district as a result of the alteration of the
methodology used to conduct the study during the school year ending June 30, 1983.

(¢! For purfwses of this section the term “school lunch pilot project study” means
the study pro -ided for in the last proviso of the matter under the heading “cHiLp
NUTRITION PROGRAMS” in title III of the Act entitled “An Act making appropriations
for Agriculture, Rura! Development, and Related Agencies programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1981, and for other purposes”, approved December 15,
1980 (94 Stat. 3113).

)(d)(l) There are authorized to be appropriated $6,000,000 to carry out subsection
(a).
(2) There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be necessary to
carry out subsection (b).

TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

Sec. 29. (a) The National School Lunch Act is amended—
(l’hin section 12(d) by inserting at the end thereof the following new para-

graph: .

“(8) ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of Agriculture.”; and
(2) by redesignating the second section 22 as “Skc. 23.”.
(b) The Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended—
(1) in section 4(a} by striking out “Health, Education, and Welfare” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “Health and Human Services”;
(2 in section 17(eX2) by striking out “Health, Education, and Welfare” and
inserting in lieu thereof “Health and Human Services”;

(3) in section 17(k) (1) and (2) by striking out “Health, Education, and Wel-
fare” each place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof ‘Health and Human
Services'";

(4) in section 19(d) (2) and (3) by striking out “Health, Education, and Wel-
gaere': each place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof “'Health and Human

rvices'’.

STATE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES STUDY

Sec 30 Section 7 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended by inserting after
subsection (i) the following new subsection:

(' The Secretary shall conduct a study of the allocation formula and procedures
under section 7 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, Such study shall provide infor-
mativn on State wusts and cuntributivns fur administrative expenses, as well as the
metits of a State matching requirement. The Secretary shall submut a report of such
study to the Congress, together with any recommendations, by January 31, 1986.".

STUDY OF CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS
Sec. 31 The Child Nutrition Act of 1966 1» amended by inserting at the end there
of the following new section:
“‘STUDY OF CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

“Sec. 21, The Secretary shall conduct a study of the effect on families of the
suhoul breakfast program, the child care food program, and other programs under
this Act. Such study shall consider whether alternative nutnition delivery programs
would strengthen families. The Secretary shall submit a repurt of such study to the
Congress, ugether with any recommendativns or proposals for legislation, by Janu-

ary 1, 1987.”,
12
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LIMITATION ON MFAL CONTRACTING

Sec. 32. Section 9 of the National School Lunch Act is amended by inserting at
the end thereof the following new subsection:

“(e) A school or school food authority participating in a p under this Act
may not contract with a food service company to provide a la carte food service
unless such com;l;any z:frew to offer free, reduced-price, and full-price reimbursable
meals to all eligible children.”.

EFFECTIVE DATES

Sec. 33. «a) Except as otherwise provided, the provisions of this Act shall take
effect on the date of the enactment of this Act.

(bs Tne provisions of sections 5, 8, and 13 shall take effect on the date of the enact-
ment of tgm Act, except that each school food authority may elect to delay imple
mentation of any such amendments to a date not later than July 1, 1985.

(c) Not later than sixty days after the date of the enactment of this Act, the Secre-
tary of Agniculture shall issue final regulations to implement the amendments
made by section 10. The amendments made by section 10 shall take effect upon issu-
ance of such final regulations, except that each school food authority may elect to
delay implementation of any such amendment w a date : .t later than Juldv,;a 1, 1985

dj The provisions of sections 4, 6(a), and 9 shall take effect on the first day of the
first month following the date of the enactment of this Act.

(e} The provisions of sections 12, 14, 15, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28, 30, and
31 ghall take effect on October 1, 1985.

Chairman Hawkins. The Committee on Education and Labor is
called to order.

Today the subcommittee is conducting a hearing on HR. 7,
which extends five expiring child nutrition programs and which in-
creases their effectiveness by adding back about $370 million in
funding. This bill is nearly identical to the one which passed the
House last May, but which died in the Senate.

Since last year, a study on the health of Americans has been re-
leased by doctors from the Harvard Medical School. This study
found that hunger has returned to our people and that cutbacks in
Federal feeding programs, including these child nutrition pro-
grams, have been the prime cau e of this sad fact.

If we are to be a humane society, we must reverse this trend and
begin to fund effective feeding programs. The school lunch and
child nutrition programs are such programs.

As Ms. Mary Jarratt, Assistant Secretary for Food and Consumer
Services of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, said at a hearing
before this subcommittee in 1982, “As a supplemental feeding pro-
gram, the school lunch program is doing a very good job indeed.”

Ms. Jarratt then added that “the lunch program provides partici-
pants with better nourishment than others and that the program is
working well.”

We look forward to today's testimony on the provisions of this
bill, and I hope that the Congress will address itself to this issue
with a great deal of care.

Chairman Leland of the Select Committee on Hunger and I have
cosponsored comprehensive legislation addressing hunger. I hope
that our colleagues will support that legislation also, which In-
cludes the provisions of this bill, H.R. 7.

This morning, the committee is pleased to have as its first wit-
ness, Ms. Sonia F. Crow, Associate Administrator of the Food and
Nutrition Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture.

Ms. Crow, we are delighted to have you before the committee and
we welcome you. We hope you will present your testimony at this

ry
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time. Obviously, the full text of the statement will be printed in
the record and you may deal with it as you so desire.

STATEMENT OF SONIA F. CROW, ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR,
FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRI-
CULTURE, ACCOMPANIED BY STANLEY C. GARNETT, ASSISTANT
DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR FOR SPECIAL NUTRITION PRO-
GRAMS, FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE

Ms. Crow. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the sub-
committee.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on legislation to reau-
thorize or modify the child nutrition programs and the Supplemen-
tv?rllcFood Program for Women, Infants and Children, known as

Accompanying me today is Mr. Stan Garnett, who serves as As-
sistant Deputy Administrator for Special Nutrition Programs in
the Food and Nutrition Service.

The administration opposes the enactment of H.R. 7. Most of the
provisions of H.R. 7 reverse a number of important reforms adopt-
ed by Congress as part of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981.
These 1981 reforms were carefully crafted and have been successful
in restraining the budgets for the child nutrition programs.

Reversal of these measures is not only unnecessary, but in our
view unwise. At a time when Federal spending must be controlled,
we cannot support a bill that will use taxpayers’ money to provide
new entitlement funding for those well above the poverty line, and
that will add over $475 million to the deficit in fiscal year 1986
alo(;u:al,g zsa.gd over $1.9 billion to the deficit between fiscal years 1985
an .

I would like to comment on some of the more costly features of
the bill. First, the administration does not support expansion of the
income eligibility lir-its for the reduced price meals from 185 per-
cent to 195 percent of the poverty guidelines. This change will in-
crease Federal aid, we estimate, by about $24 million in fiscal year
1986 alone to children from families that can afford to pay the full
price of producing their meals.

The family incomes of the children affected by this proposed ex-
pansion would be between $19,700—that is at the 185 percent
level—and $20,800, the 195-percent level, for a family of four in
fiscal year 1986. As you know, the administration’s fiscal year 1986
budget proposes to eliminate cash and entitlement commodity sub-
sidies for the very same income levels above 185 percent that will
benefit from this proposed expansion.

Second, the administration does not favor a 15 cent increase in
subsidies for reduced price meals, as this will expand benefits to
the less needy at an estimated cost of $74 million in fiscal year
1986. All of the children affected by this expansion are from fami-
lies with incomes well above the poverty line.

Third, we do not support an across-the-board 6-cent increase in
the schoul breakfast reimbursement. This provision will increase
Federal costs by an estimated $43 million annually. This proposal
may, in fact, be in response to recent study findings about the nu-
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tritional value of the school breakfast program. However, it is im-
poriant to keep in mind that the breakfast program is almost
always available in conjunction with the nutritionally superior
school lunch program. As a result, the overall nutrient content of
the school nutrition program is quite good.

Fourth, the provision for subsidizing three meals and two supple-
ments daily under the Child Care Food Program gives the Federal
Government the entire responsibility for feeding a child, breakfast,
lunch, dinner and two snacks, thereby abrogating all family in-
volvement and responsibility for preparing meals. It also, of course,
increases Federal costs by $38 million in fiscal year 1986.

This provision applies both to the needy and to the nonneedy. In
the family day-care home portion of the program, about b5 percent
of participants are nonneedy; that is from families with incomes
over 185 percent of the poverty guideline.

In our fiscal year 19&5) budget, we propose to eliminate Federal
assistance to this nonneedy group by reintroducing an income test
in day care homes.

Finally, this legislation will increase the cost of the WIC Pro-
gram by $127 million in fiscal year 1985 and by $220 million in
fiscal year 1986. Over a 4-year period, it allows the WIC Program
to increase by 10-percent a year in nominal dollars. This means
participation will increase to over 3.3 million participants a month
in fisca: year 1985; over 3.4 million in 1986; almost 3.6 million in
1987, and over 3.7 million by fiscal year 1988. In 4 years, participa-
tion will have grown by 20 percent.

The WIC Program has already grown rapidly in recent years,
more than doubling in cost between fiscal years 1980 and 1984,
from $700 million to $1.4 billion.

Monthly participation during this same period has climbed 60
percent from 1.9 million to 8.05 million persons. What this program
needs now is to be stabilized and better targeted so that its focus is
on pregnant women and infants.

In conclusion, H.R. 7 will reverse changes made in 1981 to target
scarce Federal resources to those in greatest need, to improve pro-
2.am administration and to reduce duplication in subsidies. Despite
t} e 1981 reforms, the Federal Government still provides large sub-
..dies to upper- and middle-income families through the child nu-
trition programs.

For example, in 1986, we will spend approximately $650 million
to subsidize meals served to children from families with incomes
above 185 percent of the poverty guideline. Also, the Child Care
Food Program is growing dramatically in day care homes, yet two-
thirds of these day care home subsidies go to families above 185
percent of the poverty guideline.

We believe that our fiscal year 1986 budget proposals to limit
Federal subsidies to those below 185 percent of the poverty guide-
line redirects the child nutrition programs more appropriately.

Mr. Chairman, as you indicated at the start of this hearing, we
have provided a more complete text of our comments and we have
submitted them for the record. Mr. Garnett and I would be pleased
to answer any questions that you or members of the subcommittee
may have.

[The prepared statement of Sonia F. Crow follows:]

L
»
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SoNia I'. CROW, ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR, FOOD AND
NutrTiON SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. Chairman, and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity
to comment on legislation to reauthorize or modify the Special Supplemental Food
Program for Women, Infants and Children {(¥IC; as well as certain child nutrition

programs.

In FY 1986, students from families with an income of $19,703 for a family of four
are eligible for a Federal subsidy of $1.04 per meal, not including the 10 cents per
meal average value of bonus commodities which we are now providing. They cannot
be charged over 40 cents for that lunch which typically costs about $1.60.

. About 24 million children a d:f’ icipate in the school lunch program. In addi-
tion, the Admunistration’s special distribution of surplus commodities and the Food
Stamp Program provide extra nutritional assistance to families in need.

It is true that we have restrained the budgets of the child nutrition programs
through the judicious changes adopted by Congress in 1981. The changes that were
made served to better target scarce Federal resources on those in greatest need, im-
prove program administration and reduce duplication in subsidies. Despite our re-
forms, the Federal Government still gives large subsidies to upper and middle-
ncome families through the child nutrition programs. For example, this year in the
schoo] food programs, we will spend approximately $450 million to subsidize meals
served to children from families with an income above 185 percent of the poverty
imdelme. The Child Care Food Program is growing dramatically in family dggr care

omes. Yet, two-thirds of those homes’ meal subsid.2s—$110 million-—go for families
with incomes of at least $19,000.

As you know, the President’s FY 1986 budget propusals address these costly and
unneeded subsidies to better-off families. Before commenting on H.R. 7, let me reit-
erate the Administration’s proposals:

We propose to eliminate the cost of living adjustment for all child nutrition pro-
s-ams in 1986 as part of the government-wide freeze policy for subsidies to institu-
tions. After 1986, the cost-of-living adjustment would be resumed.

Since child nutrition subsidies go directly to institutions, and not to individuals,
needy children will not be affi by the éOLA freeze and will continue to receive
free meals. _

A nother proposal is to discontinue the cash and entitlement commodity subsidies
tv sthouls and institutions for meals served to children from non-needy families in
&ll child nutrition programs. This proposa] will allow us to focus program benefits
on lowerncome children. In the case of the Child Care Food Program, an income
eligibility test would be reinstated for family day care homes. At present, about 65
percent of family day care home participants come from families with incomes over
+85 percent of poverty, yet they receive a free meal. Our proposal would restore the
means test that existed prior to 1980.

We believe the Federal responsibility for nutnition aid should be limited to ensur
g access to adequate nutrition for the poor and near-poor, rather than providing
meal subsidies to hyuseholds which can afford t finance their children’s lunches,

I want to emphasize, Mr. Chairman, that no child eligible for a free lunch would
Le affected by our proposal. Students from upperincome households, of course,
would still be able to purchase a nutritious }unch meeting Federal standards. Even
without the Federa] subsidy, the school lunch will be a bargain, costing on the aver-
age only slightly more than a dollar. As I indicated earlier, the reduced price charge
cannot exceed 40 cents by law.

I shall now turn to H.R. 7.

HR. 7
The Admirustration strongly opposes the enactment of HR. 7. It is inconsistent
with v £70 wontained in the Pres.dent’s request, and we cannot in any wa

support it. Most of the provisions of HR. 7 are aimed at reversing a2 number of enti-
tlement reforms adupled by Cun as part of the Omnibus Budget Recunciliation
Act of 1981, P.L. 97 33. It would use taxlpayers money to provide new entitlement
funding for those well above the puverty Line. At a time of unparalleled need to con-
trol Federal spending, we cannut justify this bill which would add $434 million to
the deficit in 1986 alone.

H.R. 7 provides for:

Increasing by 13 cents the subsidy to .astitutivns for each reduced price lunch and
breakfast served;

Increasing the Federal submdy fur breakfasts of ali students regardless of income
by 6 cents;

ERIC 16

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




13

Inflating the income guidelines for determining eligibility for reduced price meals
by over $1,000 from 185 percent to 195 percent of the poverty guidelines;

Further raising eligibility guidelines by adding medical cost deductions when de-
termining income eligibility;

Expanding the Child Care Food Program (CCFP) to subgidize up to three meals
and two supplements each day regardless of family income and permitting institu-
tions to claim the maximum reimbursement for all meals served even though up to
one-third of their participants are not needy;

Expanding the Speciagalx\rlﬁlk Program to kindergartens in schools that already
participate in the school lunch program;

Reinstating Federal school feeding subeidies to high-tuition private schools;

Reinstating private sponsors for the Summer Food Program that has experienced
significant abuses;

lishing new food service equipment assistance program with an authoriza-
tion of $10 million;

Complicating local administration by varying the eligibility standards for the
Food Stamp Program and free meals;

Prohibiting income verification activities unless the Federal G.vernment financed
any associated administrative cost and establishing an open-ended authorization for
any such costs;

Funding the WIC program at $1.55 billion in 1985, $1.7 billion in 1986, and allow-
ing the program to grow to $2.0 billion by 1988;

Authorizing use of next year’s grants to pay this year’s WIC costs.

The Administration opposes an across-the-board, 6-cent increase in schocl break-
fast subsidies, including those for non needy students. This provision would increase
costs by an estimated $43 million annually and give schools less than $10 per child
annually in added subeidies. The Breakfast Program is almost always available in
conjunction with nutritionally superior school lunches. Thus, the present overall
school nutrition program nutrient content is quite good.

Increasing the Federal subsidy to institutions for reduced price meals would
expar 1 benefits to the less needy at an estimated cost of $74 million. The provision
to increase reduced price income eligibility guidelines to 195 percent of poverty—
al nce s $21,000 for a family of four in FY 1986—would also undermine efforts to
tary t resources to low-income participants.

I:R. 7 increases the tuition limitation to $2,500 and indexes it annually for pri-
vate schools to be eligible for child nutrition programs. The Administration main-
tains that families who are able to pay private school tuitions over $1,500 per year
can afford the $40 annual subsidf—lwa than a quarter per meal—which would oth-
erwise be provided by the school lunch program.

As the result of 1981 OBRA reform, the Special Milk Program cannot operate in
any school which participates in any other child natrition program. H.R. 7 would
exclude kindergartens from this restriction. Since all the child nutrition programs
serve milk as part of their meals and since such meals may be made available to
hx;g:rgarten students, we see no need to permit duplicate milk subsidies for kinder-
garteners,

The provisions for subsidizing three meals and two supplements daily under the
CCFP would give the Federal Government the entire responsibility for feeding a
child, abrogating all family involvement in preparing meals, and costing $38 million
in 1986. The proposed CCFP rexmbursement scheme would roll back another 1981
reform that prevented the over-subsidization of high-income children.

The new authorization for Federal financing of income verification in H.R. 7 is
unnecessary. Schools have been conducting successful verification efforts for several
years without additional funding. In addition, verification responsibilities have been
minimazed by the existing practice of venfying only a small sample of applications.
Holding verification activities hostage to enactment of suci: an appropriation is con-
trary to the efforts made by Congress and the Administration to strengthen the in-
tegrity of these programs and reduce waste and abuse.

Allowing the itemized deduction of medical costs in determining eligibility for
these programs would increase local administrative costs and complicate certifica-
t.un and venficatiun of applications, since there would be questions of wnterpretation
abuut the level and type of expenses and the need tu provide documentation of med-
ical expenses. .

Reinstituting the Foud Service Equipment Assistance Program would direct scarce
Federal resources o low-privnity areas, Most school meal programs are now well-
established to ny longer need the start up subsidies formerly provided by this pro-
gram. A recent USDA study .ndicates that schools have adequate cafeteria equip-
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ment. Meal reimbursements may be used to underwrite equipment replacement
costs, if needed.

Establishing varying eligibility standards for food stamps and free lunches would
further complicate local eligibility and verification processes since the present link
permits school officials to easily certify and verify eligibility for students from food
stamp households, thereby promoting program mtegncé_I

Finally, this legislation will increase the cost of the WIC Program by $127 million
in FY 1985 and $220 million in FY 1986. Over a 4-year period, it allows the WIC
Program to increase by about 10 percent a year in nominal dollars. This means par-
ticipation will increase to 3.31 million in 1985, 3.44 million in 1986, 3.59 million in
1987, and 3.73 million by 1988, In 4 years, participation will have grown by 20 per-
cent. The WIC Program has already grown rapidly in recent years, more than dou-
bling in cost between 1980 and 1984, from $700 million to $1.4 billion. Participation
during this same period has climbed 60 percent, from 1.9 million to 3.05 million per-
sons. We believe that this program needs to be stabilized and better targeted so that
its focus will be on pregnant women and infants.

EXPIRING AUTHORIZATIONS

The Administration supports reauthorization for expired programs through 1989,
rather than 1988. Further, the Administration ubjects to the excessive authorization
levels provided by H.R. 7 for the WIC and Nutrition and Education Training Pro-
grams and believes the levels contained in the President’s FY 1986 budget are ap-
propriate for carrying out these programs.

Thank you for listening to our views. We are strongly opposed to H.R. 7 and hope
that the Committee gives serious consideration to the President’s request. Qur pro-
posals continue to protect needy children to reduce unjustifiable assistance to high-
income households. I will be happy to answer your questions.

Chairman Hawxkins. Thank you, Ms. Crow.

Ms. Crow, thoughout your statement, you refer to the needy and
the less needy. What distinction do you make—what do you mean
by “less needy?”’

Ms. Crow. Of course, the concept of needy and less needy is rela-
tive, but we have used it by reference to the poverty guideline,
which is the standard guideline used throughout Federal entitle-
ment and means-tested programs. When we talk about the non-
needy, we are talking about families with incomes above 185 per-
cent of the poverty guideline which is applicable to these child nu-
tritior. programs. We are talking about families that make almost
$12,000 a year under the current guideline provisions for comput-
ing that 185 percent.

Chairman HawxkiNs. You would include, then, families with in-
comes of around $17,000 to $18,000 for a family of four. You would
include them as being less needy?

Ms. Crow. Those would constitute people whom we would call
less needy relative to those who are at 130 percent of the poverty
guideline. That is the percentage that you use for other food pro-
grams, so, Mr. Chairman, it is a range, basically, with——

Chairman Hawgins. Yes, but are you saying they are living com-
fortably, then, at $17,000 to 18,000, for a family of four, and that,
therefore, they may not need any type of nutrition assistance?

Ms. Crow. Not at all, Mr. Chairman. Of course, the amount of
money that you have at any given geographical point in the United
States might determine how comfortably you live. You can live
more comfortably in certain States and certain communities than
you can in others, with the same exact amount of money, but of
course, someone with $17,000 or $18,000 would still be included in
the child nutrition programs that are supported by this administra-
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tion because we are pegging the cutoff at above 185 percent of the
poverty guideline.

That is for families with incomes-—

Chairman Hawkins. No, but you use the phrase throughout, or
you made reference to the fact that there are some who are less
needy and therefore do not, in effect, need this program because
they are less needy and I just wondered who peolfle you were refer-
ring t¢. My family shops like every other family. There are only
two of us in the family and every time we go to the store, we see
prices rising. It becomes a little bit more difficult. For the first
time in my life, I have begun to think in terms of change. I don’t
just drop the change in my pocket. I look at it to see whether I

ave been cheated. That is how careful I have become, and I am
<f1_uit1e sure that families with several children find it very, very dif-
icult.

If you begin talking about persons in the $17,000 to $18,000
income range, with two children, and with all of the other cutbacks
that they experience—this isn’t the only cutback, obviously; other
cutbacks have a cumulative effect on them—then it would seem to
me that we are talking about a large number of Americans. We
classify them as less needy, and say that therefore, they shouldn’t
be entitled to this program.

Aren’t we moving rather rapidly into that direction?

Ms. Crow. Mr. Chairman, I think that all of us who shop experi-
ence the same difficulty with prices and careful shopping as you
do. In fact, the Federal Government and governments at all levels
make a concerted effort to help pecple understand how to shop
better because you can really maximize your buying dollar——

Chairman Hawkins. But that education is being cut off also.

Ms. Crow. Well, certainly in this fiscal year budget for 1986, the
admuListration continues to support nutrition education programs
because we have supported them for a number of years and we
think we do need some transition time for States and local govern-
ments to take it over. But again, the concept of needy and non-
needy must, of course, be relative and perhaps very subjective, de-
pending upon each individual’s point of view, but we have used
them specifically in reference to the poverty guideline.

As I said, we are focusing our effort on removing most of the
Federal subsidies for families with incomes above 185 percent of
the poverty guideline. We think that all Americans, whether they
are on these particular programs or are contributing taxpayers of
whatever degree, are feeling the economic realities. We think that
we have an enormous Federal deficit that has the potential for a
very deleterious impact in the coming years and we are trying to
look for ways that are fair and tha* are equitable to all Americans
in structuring these programs.

Chairman Hawxkins. We certainly appreciate the idea of fairness.
Now, it may seem eminently fair that those much above the 185
percent of the poverty level guidelines should be eliminated, but
doesn't this also affect the total program? In other words, the feed-
ing program has a certain overhead. Certainly it has employees; it
has equipment, housing space, et cetera, that must be kept up.

Isn't it true that by eliminating these so-called less-needy or even
getting into those who are above that classification that we are, in

.
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effect, affecting the entire program? This may mean that the entire
feeding program will close down as a result of not being able to
achieve the economies that it should and to support the infrastruc-
ture of the program.

That has happened in the past. What assurance do we have that
this will not happen in the future? Are you saying that the so-
called needy, as you referred to them, will be able to survive if the
prlc\)gsram itself folds up, which is likely in many instances?

. Crow. Mr. Chairman, you are absolutely correct that the
Child Nutrition Program, certainly the School Lunch Program, has
an infrastructure and overhead, as does any other program or any
other business. But I think when you look at the economies and the
amounts of money that we are talking “bout, the f)icture becomes
much brighter when you understand that currently 85 percent of
the subsidies that the Federal Government provides to the school
lunch program are in the free and the reduced price categories. So
our proposals for fiscal year 1986 are targeted only to that 15 per-
cent that is above the 185 percent level of the poverty guideline,
and so 85 percent of the subsidies, both in cash and entitlement
commodities, will stay intact. I think that is an important thing to
keep in mind.

The other assumption that some people are making—I think in-
correctly—is that everyone else who is not being subsidized to that
level will leave the program, namely people in the paid category.
We don't think that that is necessarily true because of the fact that
the school lunch meal that is provided currently is an extraordi-
nary bargain because it is so heavily subsidized for people that are
in the so-called paid category. They are not really paying the full
price.

We anticipate that the level of commoditty and cash subsidy re-
duction that we are proposing to eliminate for the paid category is
only on the order of only about 24 cents per meal. If you add that
on, that increases the average cost of school lunch to only a little
over a dollar, approximately $1.07. That is still, by any standard in
the commercial market, the fast-food market, a terrific bargain for
the parents of the children who can afford to pay. I think that you
will find that these children and their parents will still find the
school lunch the most attractive and nutritionally sound bar-
gain——

Chairman Hawxkins. That has not been the experience. The expe-
rience has been that when you increase the price, there is a drop-
off. That has always been the fact. Now, I don’t know how you
touch that fact witﬁ a vision that somehow you increase the price
and you are not going to have a decrease in those participating in
the program. It just doesn’t happen that way.

I don't think you have any evidence that by increasing the price,
certain economies are %oing to take place someplace out there and
that, therefore, you will serve the same number of children.

Are you saying that that will not happen?

Ms. Crow. Mr. Chairman, of course, I don’t have a crystal ball,
but I think history is probably as good a test and as good an indica-
tor as anything else. When Congress passed the provisions under

' the Omnibus Reconciliation Act in 1981 that modified some of the
subsidy levels, there was an initial drop in participation in the
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school lunch program, but over time, much of that participation
level has, in fact, returned, and this is in light of declining enroll-
ments in schools. So I think that over time you see people coming
back to the program. You see people coming back to the program
because it is such a good bargain at the prices that the sclgoo and
the school food authorities are able to provide.

Chairman HAwkiINs. They are coming back to the program be-
cause we have many more people in poverty today who need the
program, and so if you have an increase in poverty from 1980 to
1984 from 29 million persons to 35 million persons, obviously you
have a lot more people who really depend on this program because
they are poor. That is a fact. '

It isn’t that they came back because it was a great bargain to
them. They came back as a matter of survival. It was the only
place they could get a meal. So you have a lot more participating
today because we have at least 6 million more people in poverty
{;)lllan we had in 1980. So you are not considering all of the varia-

es,

Ms. Crow. Mr. Chairman, historically, our data would indicate
that many children in the paid category return to the program as
well and I cannot underscore enough the fact that we are in no
way planning on affecting the free or reduced price categories for
school children. Those who are in goverty and certainly meet the
standard test of poverty as defined by the Federal Government and
used in all of our programs would not be affected by these changes.
They would still be served and they would still have a school lunch
provided to them.

Chairman HAwkKINS. Aren't you, in effect, reducing the program
by a freeze, which is, in effect, a cut because you are not consider-
ing inflation; you are not considering the fact that everything is
going to cost more in the next fiscal year? Obviously that is not a
freeze; it is a reduction. It must be made up some place.

Do you anticipate that inflation is going to be frozen?

Ms. Crow. We wish we could wave a magic wand and freeze in-
flation. It doesn’t seem to happen, but over the past 4 years, we
have made enormous strides in reducing the rate of inflation. Food
inflation, in particular, has been remarkably low over the past 4
years and continues to be at an extremely low rate. People spent
less for food in thig :ountr over the past few years than they have
for a long, long time, and so we are hopeful that that trend will
continue, and as long as we make great efforts to reduce the Feder-
al deficit, we think that inflation rates will indeed stay low.

Chairman Hawkins. Thank you, let me yield to Mr. Goodling.

Mr. GoopLING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

One area that the administration and I don't agree on in child
nutvition—I haven't been able to get my message across to the
OMB Director or the White House—deals with what you were talk-
ing about in the last few minutes.

I don't believe we have a subsidy to paying customers. In my esti-
mation, we have a subsidy to a school lunch program because it is
the cheapest way I know to feed free and reduced price youngsters.
If we pull that subsidy from the paying customers, then I don't
know how we can keep the promise that we make all the time that
we will make sure that the needy will receive—because it is impos-
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sible to do. I have been in the school business 28 years. If you have
380 free and 20 reduced in this building, 20 in another building, and
10 some other place and you don’t have a National School Lunch
Program which mandates, as a matter of fact, that they must feed
the free and reduced, how do you do it any more cheaply—if that is
the right terminology—than we are presently doing?

I don’t know of a plan to do that and that is where I think the
administration is wrong. That is where I think colleagues on both
sides of the aisle are wrong because they are quick to say that, as a
matter of fact, we cannot justify paying for paying customers. I
don’t look at it as subsidizing paying customers.

In my area, for instance, after the big cut in 1981, one school dis-
trict dropped its National School Lunch Program. No big deal, a
very affluent area and, of course, the children all ate. They could
buy anything they wanted to buy. But about 80 miles from there,
there were 3,000 youngsters and I don’t know what they are eating
at the present time because the National School Lunch Program
was dropped and, therefore, they are not mandated because in my
State there is no State law. I think there are only about two or
three States that actually mandate taking care of free and reduced-
price eligible younsters whether you belong to the National School
Lunch Program or not.

So this is the one difference we have, and I realize what David
Stockman says, you cannot justify paying for paying customers. I
don’t justify that. I say what I am doing is subsidizing the school
lunch program so that free and reduced price youngsters, as a
matter of fact, can eat. Otherwise, I have a very, very expensive
program where, as a Federal Government, I am coming in and
trying to take care of, as I said, 80 in one building, 50 in another
building, 20 in another building, and I don’t know how you do that
less expensively than we are presently doing.

That is a commentary; that is really not a question.

On the other hand, I realize that if we had a lot of money, the
places I would pour it would be into nutrition and education pro-
grems. I would really go all out to see if I couldn't find some way
to get those WIC participants to stop smokin%uz;nd stop drinking
and stop using drugs. I would try to do everything I could to talk
about obesity and see if I couldn’t do something about that, and I
would do everything I could to see if I couldn't get youngsters to
i’»j:oph having Coke—both ways—for breakfast and candy, and so
orth.

The problem we are faced with is we don’t have a lot of money
and I realize that there are some cuts--even in my favorite pro-
grams, there are some freezes—that are going to have to be made
because the alternative is that our economy will collapse and then
we will be like every great civilization that went before us. All of
them fell from within, none of them fell froma without. That will
happen here.

o I realize that even my pet programs, and these are my pet
yrugrams you are talking about, for the next couple of years are
guing to have to take some kind of freeze and some kind of cuts in
order ‘v prevent a total collapse of our economy and then an in-
ability to do anything about anybody who is in need because our
economy has collapsed.
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The only questions I have are two that Congresswoman Roukema
submitted and she asked if we would ask all those who are testify-
ing today these two questions: What would be your position on at-
taching a condition to State participation in the WIC program that
they refrain from charging State or local sales taxes on purchases
with WIC vouchers?

Second, in addition, we would appreciate any information you
could provide regarding current State and local practices in this
area.

So I guess her first question would be: What would be your posi-
tion on attaching a condition to State participation in the WIC pro-
gram that they refrain from charging State or local sales taxes on
purchases with WIC vouchers, which would, of course, make the
dollar go much further?

Ms. Crow. We are basically in favor of that type of approach. I
think there are probably several other options that we might be
able to explore along those lines, but as a basic proposition, we
would be in favor of it.

Mr. GoopLING. I guess in the second question, she is looking for
you to send any information that you might have concerning cur-
rent State and local practices in this area of charging sales taxes
on WIC vouchers.

Ms. Crow. We understand that . proximately 15 States current-
ly have that practice.

Mr. GoopLING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Hawxkins. Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Hayes. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Hawxkins. Thank you.

Mr. Gunderson.

May the Chair—those of you who came in after we began, Ms.
Crow has indicated that she must leave at 10.15. We may be able to
stretch it some, but I would ask the members to try to keep that in
mind and keep the questions to the most important ones and as
few as possible, if we can do that. Otherwise, my commitment to
Ms. Crow will be violated, I suspect.

Mr. GuNDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Recognizing and respecting your time constraints, let me ask one
question in particular which, would focus on H.R. 7's provisions for
a new food service equipment assistance program. Has the Depart-
ment done any studies as to exactly what the needs are which exist
today in terms of food service equipment in our local schools, and
does the Department read that as a national responsibility, State
responsibility, local, or what?

Ms. Crow. We have certainly looked at that issue. It is our feel-
ing now that schools basically, because of the school lunch pro-
gram, have been able to staff up their kitchens and they are now
basically in pretty good shape as far as the kitchen equipment is
concerned.

Since the vast proportion of the subsidies currently provided by
the Federal Government are in the free and reduced categories, as
I said earlier, about 85 percent, those subsidy levels are still avail-
able to schools to update or modernize or make whatever modifica-
tions they need within their kitchen equipment, but basically the
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infrastructure for about all of the schools is currently in place and
is in good shape.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Is that calculated at all in your “subsidies of a
meal”? I mean, when we look at the 24-cent subsidy, when you
have calculated out and arrived at 24 cents, did you assume that
part of the formula included such things as equipment?

4 Ms. Crow. It is an allowable cost in terms of the use of the subsi-

y.
Mr. GunpersoN. OK. Have you done any studies as to what you
project would be the number of schools which would lose or quit,
discontinue the school lunch program based on your budget recom-
mendations?

Ms. Crow. We have not done a study of that. As I said earlier,
because of the economies of the situation where 85 percent of the
subsidy would stay in place and we are talking about only 15 per-
cent of the subsidy, we don’t foresee that there would be a major
defearture from the program. .

t me give you an example. If a school had 80 percent of stu-
dents in the paid category—not the free or reduced, but in the paid
category—and that subsidy, of course, was eliminated as far as
cash and entitlement commodities are concerned, in terms of the
amount of money that the Federal Government would still be pro-
viding, that school would still get 65 percent of what it would have
received in the past.

So you are talking about a very large monetary inducement be-
cause there is such an enormous rate differential between the free
and the reduced subsidies and the paid subsidies.

In addition, we are not proposing to eliminate the bonus com-
modity subsidies to the paid category, and curreatly that is worth
about 10 cents a meal.

Mr. GUuNDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Chairman Hawxkins. Thank you.

Mr. Kildee. )

) Mr. KiLpeg. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I won’t keep the witness
ong.

Immanuel Kant wrote two books, “The Critique of Pure Reason,”
which didn’t answer questions all that well. Then he wrote his
“Critique of Practical Reason.” I think that wh:n we look at the
subsidy for the pa,ying student, we have to look at cur “Critique of
Practical Reason.’ ) )

Practically, you know it and I know it, that if we cut that out, we
are going to be losing programs serving all groups of people. That
has happened every time we have done that. It happens in Flint,
M]I, it haprens around the State of Mich;fan. I think we have to be
practical. You might be able to argue, although I wouldn’t ac.ept
the argument on the pure reason that we shouldn’t be subsidi..ng
those paying students. Afortiori in the “Critique of Practical
Reason,” we know we are going to hurt the program for all those
who are served.

I would hope that the Department would, you know, look at the
practical arguments involved in this.

Also, I hold in this envelop 321,528 worth of parts; $21,628 worth
of parts. I could buy them for 31 cents at Hechinger’s. The Penta-
gon paid $21,528. Now, if the Department of Defense ran as effi-
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ciently as the school lunch program, we could save billions of dol-
lars: yet the administration says, cut school lunch program and in- |
crease defense spending. It doesn’t make sense to me. I really don't |
understand what is going on in the Government. I would say this |
to you as I have said this to other people. We need people who are |
in charge of these programs, involved in these programs, to be as
great an advocate for their programs as Cap Weinberger is for his.
He has these things happen and he still gets his budget increased.

Your program is tremendously efficient compared to the Depart-
ment of Defense. I would hopz that within the confines, within the
Government, you would be over there arguing for a very, very good
grogram, a very efficient program, rather than succumbing to Dave

tockman’s wishes to cut that which is very, very good.

So, just be a great advocate for your program. You are very effi-
cient; you run a good program. Compared to the Department of De-
fense, you are a marvel of efficiency.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1

Chairman Hawxkins. Thank you.

That concludes with this witness. Ms. Crow, we thank you for |
your appearance before the committee and while we don't agree |
with your findings, nor your philosophy, we certainly appreciate |
the message that you have given us. Thank you. |

Ms. Crow. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, it has been a pleasure to
be tvtgth you and thank you for your personal courtesy in this
matter.

Chairman HAwEkins. Thank you.

The next panel will consist of Ms. Faith Gravenmier, school food |
service director, West Virginia, representing the American School |
Food Service Association, Mr. Michael Lemov, executive director, |
Food Research and Action Center; and Ms. Cathy Litteer, Texas |
Statt: WIC Director, representing the Association of State WIC Di- f
rectors.

Will those witnesses please be seated. |

In the meantime, without olgiction, the Chair would like to place |
in the record, following Ms. Crow’s testimon;, a report from the |
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities in reference to earlier testi- 1
mony given before this committee that only 600,000 children left
the school lunch program, instead of the 3 million as more com-
monly asserted. This was a reference to a statement made earlier
this year from the Department that this smaller number of chil-
dren were affected and we have not been able to identify how the
Department came up with that figure.

We asserted then, and it was challenged, that it should have
been 3 million and this study, I think, agrees that the factual mate-
rial presented earlier to this committee was wrong or misleading or
incomplete.

Without objection, that study will be put in the record following
Ms. Crow’s testimony.

[The study from the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities fol-

lows:]
Arriy 2, 1985,

The Department testified «n February before our Committee and made the same
assertion es you have today —that only 600,000 children have left the school lunch
program, instead of 3 million as more commonly asserted.
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Since that testimony on February 28, we have asked both the Congressional Re-
search Service and the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities to review the Depart-
ment’s testimony. Neither CRS nor the Center have been able to verify your asser-
tion, even using the Department’s own data.

CENTER oN BupGET AND Poricy PrIORITIES,
Washington, DC, April 1, 1985,
Hon. Augustus HawkIns,
Chairman, House Committee on Education and Labor,
Washington, DC.

DeAR MR. CHAIRMAN. | am writing in response to testimony presented before your
Committee on February 28 by USDA Assistant Secretary Mary Jarrstt. The testi-
mony presents statistics designed to show that federal budget cuts have had only a
modest impact on school lunch participation. Unfortunately, a number of the statis-
tics presented in the testimony are ineccurate or are improperly used.

I am enclosing an analysis on this matter, which is based on USDA dats and re-
ports of the Congressional Research Service. The analysis shows that school lunch
participation has declined by 2 million children due to the 1981 budget cuts (rather
than the 600,000 decline claimed by Ma. Jarratt), and that 700,000 of the 2 million
decline came in the free and reduced-price categories. The 2 million decline is the
participation drop after declining school enrollment is fully taken into account.

I hope this is of use to the Committee. If there is further analysis we can do that
would be helpful, please let us know.

You may also wish to ask the Congressional Research Service to review this
matter.

Sincerely,
RoBERT GREENSTEIN,
Director.
Enclosure.

THE ImpacT or Bupaer Cuts oN Scuooxb Luncu PARTICIPATION. AN ANALYSIS OF THE
ATA

In her February 28 testimony before the House Committee on Education and
Labur, USDA Assistant Secretary Mary Jarratt made two basic points about school
lunch participation and the 1981 budget cuts. «1; that the “predictions of catastro-
phe” made in 1981 did not materialize, and 2} that the budget cuts caused a partici-
patiun drop of just 600,000, with most of the decline coming in non-poor areas. Nei-
ther contention stands up under careful scrutiny.

1. “PREDICTIONS OF CATASTROPHE"

Over the past month, a number of sihool lunch administrators across the country
have vuiced cuncerns that the pruposed eliminativn of federal support for paid meals
would Lause large participation declines and induce numeruus sthouls to drop out of
the prugram. In response to these comments, Assistant Secre Jarratt testified.

“We are not impressed with such ytedictions of catastrophe. These claims were
made in 1981 but did riot materialize.’

The Assistunt Secretary then proceeded to quote frum testimony presented by the
American School Food Service Association and the Food Research and Actien
Center at a March 10, 1981 hearing held by the Committee. The testimony she
yuuted warned of thuusands of schools closing their programs and millions of chil-
dren nu lunger receiving lunchew. The history of the past few years shows this didn't
materialize, Ms. Jarratt said. This, she argued, showed that dire predictions con-
cermng the Admunistration’s new suhool lunch proposals should be ignored as well.

This sounds straightforward enough but it is not. For the March 1981 ASFSA
and FRAC testimuny Jarratt cited did not cuncern the provisions that were enacted
many munths later in the summer of 1981. To the contrary, this testimony con-
cerned the Administration proposals that were rejvcted in 1981 — proposals to com-
pietely elaunate all federal suppurt fur paid meals. There shuuld be no surprise
that the predictivns of ASFSA, FRAC, and others did not fully materialize—since
the provisions in question were never enacted. .

Mureuvver, as will be shown below, the declines in participatiun resulting from the
ég&l budget cuts were far larger than the Assistant Seuretary’s testumony acknowl-

ges.
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2. THE BUDGET CUTS AND SCHOOL LUNCH PARTICIPATION

The Assistant Secre contended that the budget cuts caused a participation
drop of only 600,000 children and that most of the drop occurred in non-poor areas.
She cited the follo figures in support of this claim:

She said that school lunch particrlggtion averaged 25.8 million in FY 1981 and is
ex to average 24.0 million in 1985, for a decline of 1.8 million.

e also stated that 1.1 million of this 1.8 million decrease is due to declining
school enrollments and that 50,000-100,000 of the decrease is due to the exclusion of
private schools with tuitions over $1,500. According to her testimony, this leaves a
participation decline of just 600.000.

These statistics are not accurate, however. First, while lunch participation was
25.8 million in FY 1981, there is no strong basis for the estimate that it will average
24.0 million in FY 1985. In FY 1984, the actual participation figure was just 23.4
million. In FY 1983, it was 23.2 million.

The 24 million figure Ms. Jarratt is using for FY 1985 is simply an Administra-
tion “guesstimate.” Actual data showing participation in FY 1985 will not be avail-
able until next fall.' While this “guesstimate” may be useful to the Administration
from a political standpoint, it cannot be utilized in a hard, objective analysis of
changes in school lunch participation, Only actual data—data that is tainted nei-
ther by guesstimates nor political considerations—can legitimately be used.

The latest fiscal year for which actual deta is available and complete is FY 1984.
It shows participation at 23.4 million. So the decline from FY 1981 to FY 1984, as
shown by USDA's own data, is 2.4 million. The next step is to ascertain how much
of this 2.4 million decline 18 due to declining school enrollments and how much is
due to budget cuts.

Declining enrollments

In her testimony, Jarratt says that enrollments fell 4.4% from September 1980

ust before the start of the 1981 fiscal year; to September 1982 §ust before the 1982
}!u;cal year). Hence a 4.4% school lunch decline would be expected J‘uSt because of
declining enrollments, and even in the absence of budget cuts. A 4.4% decline in
enrollment translates into a 1.1 million school lunch drop, she says. This 1.1 million
lunch decline had no relationship to the budget reductions, her testimony says.

This 15 one of Assistant Secrvtary Jarratt's most serious errors. An analysis issued
in February 1985 by the Congressional Research Service shows that U.S. school en-
rollraent declined 1.5% since 1981, not 4.4% (the CRS analysis is attached at the
end of this paper).

It 18 unclear how Jarratt came up with the 4.4% figure. What she may have done
15 to confuse the decline in overall U.S. school enrollment, which was much less
than 4.4%, with the decline in enrollment in those schools participating in school
lunch program, which was quite close to 4.4%. This distinction is crucial. If the
budget cuts led schools to drop out of the school lunch program, as some number of
schools did after 1981, then enroliment in school lunch program schools would
.ndeed drop. Such a decline in enrollmentwould itself be a direct result of the
budget cuts. To look at declining enrollments in school lunch erogram schools and
claum that this has nothing to do with the budget cuts would be entirely invalid.

What needs to be done instead is to look at the decline in enrollment in U.S.
schools in general, rather than just in lunch program schools. If a school either
closes or _loses students, this decline will shuw up in the overall school enroliment
figures. But if a school drops out of the lunch program, due to the budget cuts, this
tv_viﬂ not show up as a decline in overall school enrollment. Thus, this is the correct

igure to use.

What happens when this is done properly? As noted, the CRS analysis shows that
U.S. school enrollment has declined 1.5%, since 1981.? This means that a drop of

While preliminary data for the first four months of FY 1985 are available now, these data
cannot be used. Participation for the four-month penod from October-January is always higher
than average pamcnfpauun fur the fiscal year as & whole. This has been true every year since FY
139, Partiupauun figures frum these months cunsequently «anaot be used as an indicator for
FY 1955 participation as & whule. (Moreover, st 15 interest.ng that the preliminary data for Octo
ber 1384-January i9%; show thai average participat.on for these four months was below 24 mil
uon. Since Oclober Jauury participaton is always hugher than participation for the fiscal year
as a whole, thus i3 a good indication that the 24 mdlmwmtmnt& cited by Jarratt is too high.)

1 The CRS data covers school enrollments through FY 1983, Enrollment data for FY 1984 is
nou yel avaulabie, buy 13 nov likely to affect this analysis npgmcu'bly This is because school en-
rolume 1ts appeat 10 have stopped declining after FY 1982, Enrvliments declined just one tenth
of one percent from FY 1382 o FY 1383, and FNS' own budget documents state that enrollment
is now increasing again.
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only 15% in school lunch ?am'cipation since FY 1981 can be attributed to decreas-
ing enrollments. The rest of the participation drop is due to budget cuts.

The 15% enrollment decline translates into a 887,000 participation drop (1.5% X
the FY 1981 school lunch participation of 25.8 million equals 387,000). Hence, ap-
proximately 400,000 of the 2.4 million participation decline is attributable to falling
enroliments. The remaining 2 million decline is from the budget cuts.

Who are these 2 million children?

The Assistant Secretary’s testimony states that 50,000~-100,000 were students in
private schools that charged $1,500 or more in tuition. This leaves 1.9-1.95 million
children to be accounted for.

Although Jarratt contended that few of these children were from the lower
income categories, USDA’s own data decisively refute her on this point. The Depart-
ment’s data ghow that 12.5 million children received free or reduced-price meals in
FY 1981, while 11.8 million received these meals in FY 1984. This is a decline of
700,000 in the free and reduced-price categories.

This decline of 700,000 in the low income categories is entirely due to budget cuts.
Declines in school enrollment are not a factor in the free and reduced-price catego-
ries, because the sharp increases in the number of children in poverty in these years
more than offset the effect of declining enroliments. Both Census and GAO data
show that the number of low income children in school went up, not down, during
this period. Census data skow that the number of school-age children (age 6-17)
below 175% of the poverty line went up 400,000 from 1981 to 1983. The GAO’s
report on school lunch participation published in April 1984 showed that the
number of families with school-age children who had incomes below 185% of the
poverty line rose 300,000 from 1981 to 1982. (1982 is the last year GAO had data for;
the overall poverty population has increased further since then).

Consequently, none of the drop in free and reduced-price meals can be attributed
te 2 decline in enrollment of low income children, since no such decline in enroll-
ment occurred. The full 700,000 decline in free and reduced-price meals must be at-
tributed to the budget cuts. This indicates that the low income impacts of the cuts
were substantial.

Are free meals now on the rise?

The Jarratt testimony not only fails to acknowledge the substantial decline in
free and reduced-price meals resulting from the 1981 budget cuts, but it also con-
tains the inaccurate statement that “more poor children are expected to receive free
meals in 1985 than in 1981.” In 1981, 10.6 million children received free meals in an
average month For Jarratt’s statement to be correct, free meal participation in
1985 vsill have to surpass 10.6 million.

USIA data for the first four months of 1985 show that participation averaged just
10 1 miilion during these months. Moreover, the first four months of the fiscal year
are peak participation months—average free meal participation for the fiscal year
as a whole has been below participation for the first four months for every one of
the past five years. As a result, free meal particiﬁztion for 1985 as a whole is likely
to end uﬁ below 10 million, or more than 600,000 below 1981 levels.®

Why then does Jarratt claim that free meal participation 1n 1985 will exceed 1981
levels® Apparently because her testimony is designed to conform not with FNS's
own participation data, but rather with the Administration’s budget. The budget
predicts, in what may be a politically motivated estimate, that free meal participa-
tion will jump to 10 8 million this year. But USDA’s own participation data for the
first four months of the year conclusively demonstrate that the participation esti-
mates printed in the budget are off-base and should be discarded.

Conclusion

USDA data show that lunch participation dropped 2.4 million from FY 1981 to FY
l1)9%4g 400,000 of this drop is due to declining enrollment. Two million i due to the

udget cuts.

700,000 of the 2 million drop came in the free and reduced-price categories. The
remaining 1 3 million came i the paid category. Between 50,000 and 100,000 of the
drop occurred in private schools over the $1,500 tuition limit. Presumably, most of
these 50,000-100,000 children were in the paid category.

? Free Junch participation in January 1985 was just 9.98 millien, the lowest participation level
for any January since 1979 Yet the number of school-age chuldren in poverty is considerably
higher today than it was in 1979,
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One additional point that should be made concerns the oft-cited figure of a 3 mil-
lion decline in school lunch participation, a figure that Ms. Jarratt challenged.
USDA data show that there has indeed been an overall drop of slightly more than 8
million—but this is since FY 1980 rather than since FY 1981. Lunch participation
fell from 26.6 million in FY 1980 to 23.4 million in FY 1984, a decline of 8.2 million.
800,000 of this decline came from FY 1980 to FY 1981, while the other 2.4 million
occurred since FY 1981. To be sure, the participation decline between FY 1980 and
FY 1981 cannot be attributed to the budget cuts that were enacted in 1981—but
that does not mean that it cannot be attributed to budget cuts at ali. Reductions in
the school lunch lgyrogram were also enacted in 1980, Since there was no enroliment
decline between 980 and FY 1981, most or all of this 800,000 decline afpears to
be due to the 1980 budget cuts. This means that from FY 1980 to FY 1981, budget
cuts were responsible for a total participation drop of approximately 2.8 million—
which is quite close to the 3 million figure often cited (the 800,000 decline from FY
1980 to FY 1981 plus the 2 miilion decline from FY 1981 to FY 1984).

Finally, it should be noted that participation has declined in the schoo]l breakfast

as well. USDA data shows a decline of 380,000 children from FY 1981 to

1984. Over 60% of the decline in the breakfast program came in the free and

reduced-price categories. There were 230,000 fewer children receiving free and re-
duced-price breakfasts in FY 1984 than in FY 1981.

Chairman Hawkins. We look forward, then, to this panel.
Ms. Gravenmier, I think you are the first witness listed.

STATEMENT OF FAITH GRAVENMIER, SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE
DIRECTOR, WEST VIRGINIA, REPRESENTING THE AMERICAN
SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION; MICHAEL LEMOYV, EX.
ECUTIVE DIRECTOR, FOOD RESEARCH AND ACTION CENTER;
AND CATHY LITTEER, TEXAS STATE WIC DIRECTOR, REPRE-
SENTING THE ASSOCIATION OF STATE WIC DIRECTORS

Ms. GRAVENMIER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of
the committee.

I appreciate the opportunity to testify this morning and please
allow me to further introduce myself. My name is Faith Graven-
mier. I am director of Child Nutrition Programs for the West Vir-
ginia Department of Education and a member of the American

chool Food Service Association.

When Mrs. Gene White, chairman of the Legislative and Public
Policy Committee of ASFSA, testified in February before this com-
mittee, she commended this committee for introducing HR. 7
during this session of Congress, particularly in the face of the child
nutrition budget reductions which are being proposed by the ad-
ministration.

As an association member, I consider P.R. 7 also as an important
statement of continuing nutritional need of children, and there are
two very important provisions of HR. 7 whick I would like to ad-
dress today.

First of all, section 6 of the bill provides additional reimburse-
ment to schools for the purpose of upgrading the nutritional qual-
ity of the School Breakfast Program. This proposal, as was noted
earlier, implements the recommendations which were set forth
under USDA National Evaluation of the School Nutrition Pro-
grams. This study identified certain nutritional weaknesses in the
USDA meal pattern for school breakfasts.

As I recall, it found that if a child ate breakfast at home; if the
breakfast was available, and the child had time to eat it, and the
mother was there to prepare it, and not getting read to go to work
or already left for work, then the chances were tha' the meal that
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the child ate at home might be slightly higher in nutritional value
than that eaten at school.

However, in many schools, the availability of the Breakfast Pro-
gram has meant that fewer children would skip breakfast altoge ‘h-
er, and so it is of great nutritional importance in those particular
schools, as I will discuss a little later in this testimony.

The _provision of an additional 6 cents would help many schools
in their efforts to meet the nutritional needs of their students. As I
said before, in States such as West Virginia, where the unemploy-
ment rate remains the highest in the Nation and where 80 percent
of the students come long distances by bus, the School Breakfast
Program, regardless of the amount of nutritional value, is an im-
portant };])art of the child’s school day because it allows more chil-
dren to have a breakfast and be able to participate better in their
school activities in the morning.

The second section of the bill is section 4, and that is a provision
which would enable schools to lower the price of the reduced price
school lunch to 25 cents. The association has consistently provided
testimony which questions the necessity and, indeed, the fairness of
the 1980 and 1981 budget cuts, which resulted in an increase of 800
percent in the price of a so-called reduced price lunch.

In my own State, for example, the price of a reduced price lunch
has risen from 10 cents in 1979 to 40 cents in 1982, and kids tod=;
in West Virginia are still paying 40 cents for a reduced price lunch.

Very simply, Mr. Chairman, the budget cuts of 1980 and 1981
continue to impact, continue to impact upon overall participation
in the school nutrition programs.

In West Virginia, nearly half of our private schocls have closed
down their School Lunch Programs and they do not participate in
the School Breakfast Programs. The programs do continue to oper-
ate in all of our public schools, very simply because we are a
county-unit system. We have only county units in the State of West
Virginia, 55 of them, and there is some limited subsidy for labor,
for example, for the meals.

They continue to operate, but they continue to have reduced par-
ticipation. Now, we have lost enrollinent—I think West Virginia is
noted for losing enrollment because families move away to try to
find jobs, better paying jobs. Our enrollment has decreased by 3
percent. Even taking that into consideration, we do have reduced
participation in both the School Lunch and the Breakfast Program.

There are many large families who simply cannot afford the
school lunch or the school breakfast. They cannot stretch their de-
creased paychecks to meet the rising prices in the school dining
room.

We in the association feel that an improvement in the nutrition-
al quality of the school meal pattern, particularly in the school
breakfast pattern, might help to increase participation of the
paying child. For example, in the fall of 1981, our State, West Vir-
ginia, implemented a statewide mandate which required that a
Breakfast Program be available in every public school in the State.

We do have a breakfast program in every public school except
for four who have applied for a waiver from the State superintend-
ent of schools. We started a school breakfast program in 500 addi-
tional schools when that waiver went into effect in 1981-82, and, as
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a result, our overall participation increased by 58 percent. Howev-
er, that increase has primarily been in school breakfast programs
which are served free to eligible students who had not before had
the breakfast program available to them. It was not an increase,
particularly, in purchased meals. The volume of purchased meals,
purchased breakfasts, served in October 1984 is only 13 percent
greater than those that were served in October 1979. That was
before the budget cuts.

Please consider, however, that the price of the school breakfast is
now 40 cents to the paying child, as compared to 20 cents in 1979.
It appears that students and parents are having to do some com-
parison shopping and they may well feel that the nutritionally su-
perior school lunch is a better buy. An additional 6 cents per meal
would enable schools to offer more variety than the minimum of-
fering of juice, a bottle of milk, and a small bowl of cereal.

That was the breakfast that was available this morning to my
grandchild in one of our more affluent areas of Charleston, WV,
and even then, the school was losing money on selling him a break-
fast of that nature.

Since 1979, participation of paying children in the school lunch
program has progressively declined due to an increased price for
both the fully paid and the reduced price school lunch. In October
1984, schools documented a 23 percent decline in fully paid lunches
and a 31 percent decline—almost one-third—in reduced price lunch
sales over that same period in 1979.

Many of those children who are no longer our regular customers
are from families where the mother is the primary wage earner.
Her husband is either not working or he is working part time or
picking up odd jobs, and her salary is probably $5 to $6 an hour or
less. In such families, 40 cents to a dollar apiece for three or four
school children is not the easiest thing to dig out of your pocket-
book every morning that they go to school.

Mr. Chairman, these nutritional dropouts continue as a direct
result of the 1981 budget went funding for child nutrition was re-
duced by one-third. When compared to the $1% billion cut from
these programs in 1981, the restoration of some 200 million, as is
proposed in H.R. 7, seems very modest. It is hard to believe that
zllggone would describe HR. 7 as unraveling the budget cuts of

1.

It is regrettable that our first concern at both the State and the
national level must center today, not around H.R. 7 and its fine
tuning of the current programs, but on the administration’s pro-
posed budget cuts for 1985 and 1986, which, if enacted, would
reduce Federal support for the nutrition of schoolchildren by an-
other $686 million.

As Mrs. White indicated in her testimony in February, such addi-
tional cuts would have serious consequences. First, on a per-meal
basis, the proposed 24-cent cut in support for paid lunches is double
that that occurred in 1981. The further substitution of commodities
for 12 cents in cash subsidies for free and reduced price meals
would cause serious cash-flow problems and other problems of dis-
tribution and storage in States like West Virginia, where govern-
ment-donated foods, including bonus c.mmodities and surplus com-
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modities and butter and cheese and dry milk, already are utilized
to the greatest extent possible in our programs.

If such cuts were enacted, many families in West Virginia again
could not afford another 30-cent increase in meal prices. Their chil-
dren will, as a result, cease to partivipate in the school nutrition
programs. This time, the net result may well be a discontinuation
of the Federal program in those public schools and in those small
counties where 80 percent or more of the students’ meals would no
longer be subsidized, and that is based on USDA’s own research
which states that an increase of 1 cent in meal prices will have a
resultant decrease in school meal participation of .8 percent to 1
percent participation. That is our own research that has proved
true over the years and it did work out that way with the cuts ex-
plained to you earlier today.

There are, in West Virginia, at least 123 schools currently with
an enrollment of nearly 65,000 students which serve no more than
20 percent free or reduced price meals. That includes my grand-
son’'s scnool, where there are about 3- to 4 percent free or reduced
price meals. If these %:'ﬁframs are discontinued, there are 9,000
needy youngsters who will be at risk in receiving nutritional bene-
fits at all. There will be no program there to serve them.

Mr. Chairman, the association’s membership share in your frus-
trations which you and your committee are experiencing as we dis-
cuss H.R. 7 today, and we again commend you for introducing this
important statement of nutritional need.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Faith Gravenmier follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF FarrH GRAVENMIER, WEST VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF
EpucatioN

Mr, Chairman and members of the Commiilee, 1 appreciate the opportunity to
testify this morning. Please allow me to introduce myself. My name is Faith Gra-
venmier. I am Director of the Child Nutntion Division of the West Virginia Depart-
ment of Education and a member of the American School Food Service Association.

When Mrs. Gene White, Chairman of the Legislative and Public Policy Commit-
tee, testified for the American School Food Service Association in Feb 26, she
commended this committee for introducing H.R. 7 during this session of Congress,
particularly in the face of the child nutritior. budget reductions wh.ch are being pro-
posed by the Administration. As an Association member, I consider H.R. 7 an impor-
tant statement of cuntinuing nutritional need and there are two important provi-
sions in the bill which I would like to address today.

First, Section 6 of the Bill provides additional reimbursement to schools for the
purpuse of up-grading the nutritional quality of the School Breakfast Program. This
proposal implements the recommendations set forth in the USDA National Evalua-
tion of School Nutrition Progra.ms which identified certain nutntional weaknesses
in the USDA meal pattern for school breakfasts. The provision would help many
schools in their efforts to meet the nutritional needs of students. In states such as
West Virginia, where the unemployment rate remains the highest in the Nation
and where 80 percent of the students travel long distances by school bus, the school
breakfast is an important part of the child’s school day.

nd, under ion 4 of the Bill, there is a provision which would enable
schools to lower the price of the reduced price school lunch to 25 cents. This Asso-
ciation has consistently provided testimony whivh questions the necessity, and
indeed the fairness, of the 1980 and 1981 budget cuts which resulted in an increase
of 300 g)ercent in the price of the so-called “reduced price” school lunch. In my own
state, for example, this price rose from 10 cents in 1979 to 40 cents in 1982 and re-
mains at that level today. ) .

Very simply, Mr. Chairman, the bud,giet cuts of 198C¢ and 1981 continue to impact
upuh uver -eSl artivipatiun o0 the suhool nutrition g;zgrama In states such as West
Virginia nearly half of vur private schuols have n forced to discontinue their
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school nutrition programs. The programs continue to operate in all of our public
redu

schools, but with reduced participation. There are many large families who simply
cannot stretch their decreased pay checks to meet the rising prices in the school
g room.

We in the Association feel that an improvement in the nutritional quality of the
school meal patterns, particularly the School Breakfast, might help to increase par-
ticipation of the paying child. For example, in the fall of 1981, the state of West
Virginia implemented a state-wide mandate which requires the availability of a
school breakfast in every public school. As a result of starting a School Breakfast
Program in 500 additional schools, over-all participation has increased by fifty-sight
percent. However, this increase has primarily been in school breakfasts served free
to eggible students, not in purchased meals. The volume of purchased breakfasts
served in October, 1984 was only 18 percent greater than thoge served in October,
1979. (Please consider, however, that the price of a school breakfast is now 40 cents
as compared to 20 cents in 1979.) It aprea.rs that students and nts are doin,
some comparison shopKi:g and m:{ well feel that the nutritionally superior schoo
lunch is a better buy. additional six cents per meal would enable schools to offer
more variety than the minimum offering of juice, milk and a bow! of cereal.

Since 1979, participation of paying children in the school lunch program has pro-
gressively declined due to increased prices for both the fully paid and the reduced
price school lunch. In October, 1984 schools documented a 23 percent decline in fully
paid lunches and a 31 percent decline in reduced price lunch sales over that same
period in 1979. Many of those children who are no longer regular customers are
from families where the mother is the primary wage earner at a salary of five to six
dollars an hour. In such families 40 cents to $1 apiece for three to four children ir
not easy to find on every school day.

Mr. Chairman, these nutritional “drop outs” continue as a direct result of the
1981 budget when funding for child nutrition was reduced by one-third. When com-

ed to the $1. billion cut from these programs in 1981, the restoration of some
200 million, as proposed in H.R. 7, seems very modest. It is hard to believe that
H.R. 7 could be described as “unraveling” the budget cut-backs of 1981. It is regret-
table that our first concern at both the state and national level must center, not
around H.R. 7 and its fine tuning of current programs, but on the Administration’s
proposed budget cuts for 1985 which, if enacted, would reduce federal support for
the nutrition of school children by another $686 millioa.

As Mrs. White indicated 1n her testimony in February, such additional cuts would
have serious consequences. (1) On a per meal basis, the proposed 24 cent cut in sup-
port for paid lunches is double that of 1981, (2) The further substitution of commod-
itaes for 12 ceats in cash subsidies for free and reduced price meals would cause seri-
ous cash-flow problems in states like West Virginia where government-donated
foods already are utilized to the greatest extent possible.

If such cuts were enacted, many families in West Virginia could not afford an-
other 30 cent increase in meal prices. Their children will, as a result, cease to
ticipate in the school nutrition programs. The net result may well be a discontinu-
ation of the federal program in those public schools where 80 percent or more of the
students’ meals would no longer be subsidized. There are in West Virginia, 123
schools with an enrollment of nearly 65,000 students which serve no more than 20
percent free or reduced price meals. If these programs are discontinued, 9,000 needy
students would be “at risk” of receiving nutntional benefits.

M. Chairman, the Association's membership shere in the frustrations which your
committee is experiencing as we discuss H.R. 7 today. We again commend you for
introducing this important statement of nutritional need.

Chairman HAwxkins. Thank you.

The next witness is Mr. Michael Lemov.

Mr. Lemov. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is a great
pleasure to appear here before this committee. It is a bit of deja vu
for me. I spent a good part of my career down the hall working on
the staff of the House Commerce Committee and the House Bank-
ing Committee and I am not used to being on this side of the table.
I hope I don't get confused this morning. 1t is good to be here.

I v\aould appreciate having my statement incorporated into the
record.

Chairman HAawkins. Without objection, so ordered.
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Mr. Lemov. I will summarize, if that is acceptable to the chair-

man.

I would like to point out that the statement of the Food Research
and Action Center is being given on behalf of some 27 other organi-
zational supporters of your bill, Mr. Chairman, H.R. 7. Those sup-
porting organizations are listed on the attachment to our state-
ment and they include a membership of millions of people. I men-
tion in particular the National Milk Producers, including 200,000
dairy farmers; Bread for the World, with 60,000 members, and we
were advised yesterday that the National Education Association,
with its over 8 million members, endorses our statement in support
of your bill, Mr. Chairman, H.R. 7, so it certainly is a pleasure to
be here this morning.

I anticipated talking exclusively about H.R. 7 because that is the
subject of this Learing and that is the kind of affirmative construc-
tive legislation that we need in the child nutrition area, but I can’t
help but comment for a moment on Associate Administrator
Crow’s testimony, which absolutely requires one or two comments.

In the written statement of the administration on these pro-
grams, there are some, we believe, misstatements. For example, on
page one, Mrs. Crow said that about 24 million children a day par-
ticipate in the school lunch program. The latest numbers we have
from the Department of Agriculture are 23.4 million children. We
think that error of 600,000 children is a substantial and significant
error that we do not believe that that number is accurate. I am
quoting the fiscal year 1984 numbers of the Department itself.
They are guessing on what the participation will be in 1985. They
won't have those numbers until the fall. When you are dealing
with school children, you have to be accurate.

We note that on page two of the statement, Associate Adminis-
trator Crow says that the administration has restrained the budg-
ets of the child nutrition programs through judicious changes
adopted by Congress in 1981. We hardly think the words “Tre-
strained” and “judicious”—are applicable in this situation and we
note that the overall cuts have been a%proximately $5.2 billion on
a current services basis over the last 4 years. That has been ap-
proximately—a reduction of approximately 3 million children from
the program and 2,500 schools. If that is a judicious and restrained
approach to these programs in the budget, then we hate to see
what would happen if they really went at them with a meat ax.

Finally, in a conclading comment, Mrs. Crow says that they want
to emphasize that no child eligible for a free Iunch would be affect-
ed by our proposal. That omits the significan' factor you raised,
Mr. Chairman, which we concur with, that if a.: entire school is
forced to drop out of this program by reduced Federal assistance,
then the poor kids, as well as the middle-class kids suffer and the
grojections we have in letters from school administrators in many

tates, as well as projections of the Department of Agriculture
itself cited in the 1984 GAO study, indicate that a reduction in sub-
sidies, Federal subsidies, will dramatically affect the number of
schools participating and, therefore, deny the school lunch and
breakfast programs to the entire school population.

I would like to pass now to the important subject of this hearing,
which is H.R. 7. We appreciate the strong bipartisan leadership on
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this committee on behalf of children and the nutrition programs
designed to safeguard their health. This committee has ways
championed that bipartisan and strong approach and we urge you
to continue it with H.R. 7. We think the key issue the committee
must face here is do we feed our kids or do we feed the military
budget or is it possible in 1985 that in this country we can do both,
have an adequate national defense and also take care of the nutri-
tion of our school children?

As you know, Mr. Chairman, in 1984, H.R. 7 passed the House of
Representatives by a 5-to-1 margin. Has anything changed in
America since that vote? Is there less need for an adequate Federal
school nutrition and child care program? We do not believe so.

Last month, the Physicians’ Task Force on Hunger in America
released its report which stated that hunger in America is a na-
tional health epidemic. In addition to this factual study, we note
that the infant mortality rate in the United States, which places us
17th in the world in infant mortality rates, is highly unsatisfactory
and that the decline which we have seen over the years is begin-
ning to slow.

We believe that adequately financed and well-managed Federal
nutrition programs are important tools in our efforts to combat
hunger, malnutrition and infant mortality. The programs this com-
mittee has supported over the years are truly one of the our Gov-
ernment’s success stories.

HR. 7 is an important but modest approach to addressing many
of the concerns raised by the Physicians’ Task Force Report on
Hunger in America in 1985 and we note the fact that 15 national
studies and 24 State-level studies are referred to by the Harvard
physicians in support of the conclusion that hunger is, indeed, a se-
rious continuing problem in this country.

H.R. 7 presents this committee and Congress with an opportunity
and a challenge. The opportunity to improve and safeguard the
health of our Nation’s children, and yet, the challenge that some
Members of Congress may object to new funding-—-the $370 million
you referred to—because of the threat to the Federal budget.

We think that H.R. 7 requires some degree of choice. Congress
recently decided to fund the production of 21 MX missiles at a cost
of $1.5 billion and I think Mr. Kildee aptly referred to one element
of the Defense Department effort to spend that much money in a
very short time.

In addition, Congress continues to allow a business deduction for
the three-martini lunch. We recall that the Joint Economic Com-
mittee said that if we capped the business deduction at only $25 for
dinner, which is a reasonable dinner even in Washington these
days, and similar levels for lunch and breakfast, the Government
could save $1.7 billion, more than enough to fund your child nutri-
tion bill, Mr. Chairman.

So we hope that you will enact this bill and report it to the Con-
gress, to the full House of Representatives. We hope the Senate
will support it as well.

We just want to refer now to five of the key provisions in the bill
and some of the reasons why we think ‘hey are supported by the
facts. The first is the improvement of the scﬁool breakfast program
meal pattern. This would add 6 cents to each breakfast reimburse-
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ment. The purpose would be to require greater variety of fruits and
vegetables and whole grains.

We heartily endorse this provision for three reasons: First of all,
the nationwide survey of nutritional quality of school breakfasts es-
tablishes that we need to improve the meal pattern. I am referring
to the National Evaluation of School Nutrition Programs, which in-
cluded two major findings. That study, by the way, was done by the
Gove:l'nment itself, the Department of iculture. We think it is
sound.

Its conclusion was that the school breakfast program increased
the likelihood that children, especially poor children, would eat
breakfast, and that is a crucial factor in nutritional health. The es-
timate was 600,000 students who currently skip breakfast would
take breakfast if the program is maintained at an adequate level.

Second, there was a finding in this survey that school breakfast
is superior in calcium and magnesium to other breakfasts that chil-
dren might eat at home, but it contains less vitamin B-6, vitamin
A and iron. For that reason, we support the increase of 6 cents to
increase the nutrients consumed in the breakfast program.

The second reason we have for supporting this provision is that
participation in the school breakfast program by students and
schools will undoubtedly increase because of the increase in variety
and appeal of the meal and that means that the program will be
offered to more school kids. That is very important now because
the program, the breakfast program, is found primarily in low-
income areas and primarily serves poor children. Eighty-four per-
cent of the children who participate in a breakfast program are
from families eligible for free meals, and 89 percent from families
eligible for free or reduced price meals.

Finally, we note that breakfast is unquestionably a very impor-
tant meal for schoolchildren. The study which we cite at page 6 of
our testimony by Dr. Ernesto Pollitt, of the University of Texas, es-
tablishes that the literature shows children benefit emotionally
and educationally from a school breakfast and we are losing out by
not giving an adequate breakfast to our kids.

The second provision of H.R. 7, which we particularly want to
support, is the additional meals for the Child Care Food Program.
Many low-income families depend on the Child Care Food Program
for preschool children in family daycare homes and daycare cen-
ters.

Unfortunately, because of the 1981 budget cuts, many of these
children who stay at the centers all day long receive only two
meals and one snack. We believe that the evidence establishes that
that is an inadequate amount of feeding for these little kids and
that they need three meals and two snacks, which was previously
the level. So the increase provision in the children care feod pro-
gram would have highly positive effects.

In addition, we cite at pa%e 9 of our testimony at least three
studies which demonstrate the adverse effect that has occurred
since the enactment of the 1981 budget cuts on the Child Care Food
Program. In jarticular, we refer to the California Rurel Legal As-
sistance Founcation study, the study by Bread for the World and
the study by the Children’s Defense Fund, all of them showing that
child care food prov.Jders have sharply reduced the amount and va-
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riety of meals in reaction to the Federal budget cuts. That is a
direct dramatic impact on preschool children, which this committee
can do something directly about.

The third major area which we like to comment on is the school
lunch provision of the legislation, and in that case, we would like
to—we certainly support additional funding for the National
School Lunch Program. In the fall of 1982, FRAC issued a report
on the impact of the child nutrition budget cuts. We asked State
and local school food officials what the principal reason was for
children dropping out of the School Meals Program, This is directly
in contradiction to the administration's rosy predictions of what
will happen in the future.

A significant number of school officisls indicated that leﬁlative
changes lowering eligibility and raising prices were the leading fac-
tors in fewer children participating in the school nutrition pro-
grams. For that reason, we support the provisions of H.R. 7, which
would raise the elizibility for reduced price lunches from 185 per-
cent to 190 percent of the poverty line and lower the student
charge from 40 cents to 25 cents for lunch and from 30 to 15 cents
for breakfast.

We note that the administration claimed last year that more
than 70 percent of the benefits in H.R. 7 would go to families with
incomes over 130 percent of the poverty line. It failed to point out,
and we would like to point out, that approximately 70 percent of
the benefits would go to familes with incomes below $19,000 a year,
or 185 percent of the poverty line. That is, we believe, apprcximate-
ly targeted to the working poor who might have incomes as low as
$12,000 or $13,000 a year for a family of four, ple who need the
assistance in terms of being able to pay for adequate school lunch
and breakfast for their children.

The fourth major area is the Summer Food Service Program for
children and we certainly support the provision of this bill that
would allow nonprofit private agencies, such as the Boy Scouts,
local churches, et cetera, to operate this program. This statute was
cnanged, as you know, recently to permit only public agencies to
operate the program and at present, the summer food service pro-
gram serves only 1.4 million children, in contrast to the 11% mil-
lion children that get free lunches during the school year. So you
can see there is a tremendous gap here between the summer pro-
gram, which should be serving approximately the same free meal
or poverty population. We certainly support that provision. We
think it is very important.

Finally, I would like to pass to the WIC Program, which deserves
a word or two here. It is very important that the WIC Program re-
ceive the increases you have proposed in your legislation, Mr.
Chairman The infant mortality information ‘which we have—and
FRAC will release shortl{ updated infant mortality statistics, but
all of this demonstrates that we are not doing well at all in main-
taining the decline in infant mortality rates in this country.

Currently, the WIC Program is only serving about one-third of
the eligible pregnant women, infants and children, and that is a to-
tally inadequate number for the United States of America in 1985,
Your bill would increase the WIC Program by 250,000 women ana
infants, and believe me, in the long run would pay for itself many

ERIC £ 37

IToxt Provided by ERI




34

times over in reduction in medical care and health care costs for
low birth weight babies or for situations of infant mortality where
medical intervention is extremely expensive.

The WIC Program is a cost-beneficial program. All the studies
have shown that, including the one from MIT, which demonstrated
a 3-to-1 cost benefit ratio, so we certainly }‘:Xfe that the provision
on the WIC Program in your legislation will be adopted by the
committee and the Congress.

We do want to point out that we have a serious problem with
1985 funding for the WIC Program. The administration has ﬁ:‘:ject-
ed it is not going to heed congressional direction and fund this pro-
gram at $1.5 billion, which was the continuing resolution level, but
fund it at 76 million less. That is a decrease in 175,000 women and
children on the program. We can’t understand the administration’s
failure to follow very clear congressional direction and we certainl
hope this committee and other committees of the Congress wi
induce the administration to do something about that. If not, we at
FRAC will have to seriously consider commencing litigation for
what is really an administrative impoundment of funds here with-
out authority in the statute.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we would like to acknowledge our sup-
port also in this area of Chairman Leland’s bill, H.R. 1856, the
Comprehensive Nutrition Assistance Act of 1985, which, we are
happy to say, includes all of your provisions of H.R. 7 so both com-
mittees are really on the same track here, demonstrating what we
think is deep commitment to the interests of children and to nutri-
tion.

In conclusion, these are hard times for millions of lower income
Americans. You have already referred to the dramatic increase in
poverty numbers in the last 5 years, the largest increase ever in
the history of recording the poverty numbers in this country and
this bill can really do something about it.

We commend you and this committee for considering it. Thank
you very much.

[The prepared statement of Michael Lemov follows:]

PrEPARED STATEMENT OF MicHAEL LEMOv, ExecuTive DIRECTOR, FOOD RESEARCH
AND ActioN CENTER

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you for the (g;%ortunity of testxg'ms before
this distinguished Cummittee regarding H.R. 7, The School Lunch and Child Nutri-
tion Act Amendments. We appreciate the strong bipartisan leadership on behalf of
children and the nutrition programs designed to safeguard their health which this
Committee has always championed.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, on May 1, 1984, H.R. 7 passed the House of Repre-
sentatives by nearly a 5-1 margin (343 to 72). What has changed in America since
this vote? Is there less of a need for federal nutrition programs? We do not believe
so. Last month, the Physician Task Force o1, Hunger in America released its report
which stated that: ]

Hunger in America is a national health epidemic. At least 20 million Americans
suffer from hunger. All evidence suggests that that hunger continues to grow as a
problem rather than decline, despite economic improvements enjoyed by some seg-
ments of the nation’s population.

Mr. Chairman, we believe that adequately financed and well-managed federal nu-
trition programs are important tools in our efforts to combat hunger in America.
Federal nutrition programs are truly one of our government’s greatest success sto-

ries.
In the 1960's, the first Physician Task Force on Hunger (funded by the Field
Foundation) found widespread hunger in several areas of the country. But 10 years

38




35

later the same group found “their first and overwhelming impression was that there
were far fewer malnourished people in this country today (1977) than there were 10
years ago.” In the 1980’s, we have suffered economic reversals throughout our coun-
try. Economic downturns, accompenied by budget cuts, allowed hunger to return to
America. It has not been alleviated by the the economic revival of the past year.

H.R. 7 is an important but modest approach to addressing many of the concerns
raised by the Physician Task Force on Hunger in America and the fifteen national
studies and 24 state level studies cited in the Physicians’ Report which have docu-
mented hunger in this land.

This legislation enjoys wide, auﬁport in the child nutrition community. (See at-
tached list of organizations which have endorsed H.R. 7). This bill:

Reauthorizes the S;ecial StiPplemental Food Prograin for Women, Infants and
Children (WIC), the Summer ¥ood ] , the commodity distribution program,
the Nutrition Education and Training , and the State Administrative Ex-
pense Program through F.Y. 1988, .

Increases school breakfast meal reimbursements in order to improve the quality
and variety of foods offered in the brealkfast tgrog‘ram

Provides funding for additional meals for the Child Care Food Program.

Lowers reduced-price lunch and breakfast charges to children of working parents

Allows limited participation of private nonprofit agencies in the Summer Food

Program.
Provides fundin%gor modest growth in future years for the WIC Igrogmm

H.R. 7 presents Congress with an opfortunity and a challenge. H.R. 7 gives us an
opportunity to safeguard the health of the nation’s children. Yet some members of
Congress will challenge any new funding as a threat to the federal budget. H.R. 7
requires members to make choices. Congress recenmiecided te fund the production
of 21 MX missles at a cost of $1.5 billion. Congress continues to allow a business
deduction for the “three martini lunch.” The Joint Economic Committee has indi-
cated that if we capped the business deduction for breakfast at $10, lunch at $16
and dinner at $25, the government would receive $1.7 billion in additional revenue
Will Congress decide to provide the approximately $350 million for HR. 7in FY
19867 We would certainly encourage g:u to do s¢ since we believe that the data sup-
porting each provision of H.R. 7 is substantial and persuasive.

Some of the provisions contained in H.R. 7 which we believe will strengthen child
nutrition programs include:

Improvement of the School Breakfast Program meal pattern

One of the provisions of H.R. 7 adds funding for improving the nutritional quality
of the school breakfast meal pattern by adding 6 cents to each breakfast reimburse-
ment and requiring greater variety of fruits and vegetables and whole grains, as
well as additional protein foods.

We heartily endorse this provision for a number of reasons: |

(1} A recent nationwide study shows that the nutritional quality of school break-
fasts should be improved.—In 1979 the Senate passed a resolution, commonly re-
ferred to as Senate Resolution 90, which asked a number of %t;eetions about the
impact of school meals on children and their families. A number of studies were
imtiated 1n response to this resolution, but one of them specifically looked at the
nutritzonal 1mpacts of the School Lunch, Breakfast, and Special Milk Programs. Itis
28“?1? 1%1883 National Evaluation of School Nutrition Programs, and was completed in

pr .

Thus study reported two major findings concerning the School Breakfast P::fmm
First, the program was shown to increase the liielihoqd that children will eat
breakfast. As the study points out, this is a major nutritional benefit in that chil-
dren who eat a breakfast are substantially better nourished than those who skip
breakfast. Projections made from this study's data show that over 600,000 students
w}}:o <iurrently skip breakfast would eat it if the program were available in their
schools.

Second, the school breakfnst is superior in calcium and magnesium levels to
breakfasts children eat elsewhere, but contains less vitamin B6, vitamin A and iron
Jnterestingly enough, however, over a 24 hour period the intake of these nutrients
18 simular for school breakfast participants and those who eat breakfast elsewhere
Their intake 18 made up during the remainder of the day.) Since vitamin A, vitamin
B6 and 1ron are nutrients for which large proportions of children do not obtain their
Recommended Dietary Allowances (as pointed out in USDA’s “National Evalua-
tion , it makes sense to improve the nutritional quality of the Breakfast
1n such a way that. the consumption of these nutrients is increased; and the break-
fast eaten at school 15 closer in nutritional quality to breakfasts eaten at home
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In fact, the “National Evaluation” final re(i)ort recommends that “the School
Breakfast meal pattern should be examined an improved.” It was surprising to all
of us when USDA’s original response to this recommendation (FY1984) was to sug-
gest terminating School Breakfast as a categorical p.ogram and placing it in a bl:c{
grant with reduced funds. This legislative recommendation conflicted with the find-
ngs of USDA's report.

e “National Evaluation” results do not tell us which foods made the nutritional
difference between gchool breakfasts and those eaten elsewhere. However, it is
likely that it was the meat/meat alternate. First, because the School Breakfast meal
pattern does not require the service of a meat/meat alternate. (It does require a
cereal or bread product, juice, fruit, or vegetable and one half pint of milk.) nd,
because foods not currently included in school breakfasts, such as cheese and eggs,
are good sources of vitamin A, and meat, poultry, fish, and ut butter are
sources of iron and vitamin B6. The addition of some form of a meat-meat alternate
to the meal pattern, along with greater variety of fruits, vegetables, and whole
grains would improve the nutritional quality of school breakfasts.

(2) Participation in the Breakfast Program by students and schools will probably
increase with this provision because it will increase the varieg and appeal of the
Breakfost Program and will increase reimbursement to schools.—This increase in
partxcipation y students and schools is very important, es ially considering two
of the “National Evaluation’s” findings: that the presence nf a School Breakfast Pro-
gram increases the chances that children will eat breakfast, and that the Program
1s found predominantly in schools located in low income areas and serves primarily
gor children. In fact, 84 percent of the children who garticipate in the Breakfast

ogram are from families eligible for free meals, and 89 percent from families eli-
gible for free or reduced price meals.

{8) Breakfast is a very important mea{{or children, (as well as parents and legisla.
tors)—We have two kinds of evidence that this is the case. First are the studies of
the impact of breakfast, or the lack of it, on children’s learning ability. Dr. Ernesto
Pollitt of the University of Texas, in a 1978 review of the literature on the impact of
school feedir:i programs on education sums up the evidence on breakfast as follows:
The studies that focused on the short-term eﬂgcts of hunger or morning feeding sug-
gest that the provision of breakfast may both benefit the student emotionally and
enhance his/her capacity to work on school-type tasks,

In addition, a recent carefully controlled study by Dr. Pollitt (1981) of the ix:é)act
of skipping breakfast on thirty-four well-nourished nine and 10 year olds showed an
adverse effect on the accuracy of responses on problem-solvin (%ollm E, Leible and
Greenfield D Brief fasting, stress and cognition. Am J. Clin Nutr 84:1526-1538,
1982) The second kind of evidence is anecdotal, and that is the reports we at the
Food Research and Action Center get from superintendents, principals, school
nurses, and teachers They tell us again and again how children’s reading scores in-
crease, how relationships between students of different ages improve in the morn-
ing, how students have less stomachaches, and how much tter children pay atten-
tion in class. Recently FRAC’s nutritionist was in West Virginia and was told by a
long-time school principal that starting a Breakfast Program in her school had more
positive effects than any other thing she had accomplished. We should remember
that there are many children to whom the breakfast provided at school is essential,
and that this is true now more than ever with continuing high employment in
states like West Virginia.

Additional meals for the Child Care Fcod Program

Another program upon which many low income families depend 18 the Child Care
Food Program (CCFP) for preschool children in family day care homes and day care
centers. Unfortunately chSdren who stay at a day care center all day may only re-
ceive two meals and one snack because of cuts made in federal support for the d
Care Food Program One of the provisions in HR. 7 would add a meal and a snack
back to the Child Care Food Program. We strongly support it. Let me tell you why.

First, the nutritional evidence. Before the changes occurred in the number of
meals that could be served, USDA carried out an evaluation of the nutritional
impact of CCFP through Abt Associates in Massachusetts, which showed highly
pasitive effects In fact, their report stated. “The differences between participating
and non-participating day care centers [in meal quality] are striking, For every
measure examined, participating centers have statistically sgﬂuﬁcantly higher
levels of meal quality than nonparticipating centers. Equally striking 1s the f'mdmaﬁ
that participating family day care homes also serve meals of superior nutrition

uality, and that these meals generally contain foods of higher quality and variety
than those served by non-participating centers.”
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To be more specific, day care facilities that Kﬁrﬁcipated in CCFP provided a
higher proportion of the Recormmended Dietary Allowances than non-participating
centers, had superior food greparation, handling and sanitation techniques, served
significantly more foods rich in Vitamin A and C and iron, served fruits, vegetables,
and juices 129 percent more often, whole grain ’F}x;odum 50 percent mor~ often, and
milk more frequenily at snacks and lunches. They also served significantly fewar
concentrated swests and sweet dessert foods and had care-givers who talized more
often to children about nutrition and encoutxxed children to try new foods.

The results of this rﬁport are corroborated and elaborated upon by a survey of
CCFP sponsors in the Northeast region carried out by the Connecticut Department
of Education. The survey found that the quality and quantities of foods served in
day care homes improved with their participation iz &FP, because of the funding
for food and because of an increase in the availability of good nutrition information
time e with the program, As the New England state directors point out in their
survey repuii, “This knme becomes twice as important when you realize that
the information is often on to the paronts of the children because of the close
relationship and contact that is ible in family day care.”

They also point out another benefit of CCFP in their report: The availability of
CCFP funds enabled many providers to remain in operation and to keep their
fees at an affordabie level. The accessibility of affordable day care has many
families from low income status.

This is not surprising when one considers the makeup of the parents using the
day care homes icipating in CCFP in the Northeast region—69 percent held
blue-collar or unskilled jobs and 40 percent represented one-parent families.

The impact of the cuts in the number of meals from three to-two and number of
snacks from two to one has been quite negative, as evidenced by reports coming in
from around the country.

In January 1983 the California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation surveyed 64
child care sponsors \representing over 9,354 children) in ten San Francisco Bay Area
counties in order to measure the longerterm impact of FY 1982 budget cuts. In
their June 1983 report, “Cutting Costs in the Child Nutrition : The
Longer-Range Im of Federal Budget Cuts and How Programs are Coping,”’ the
Foundation stated that forty-one percent of the surveyed day care programs have
been forced to substantially reduce the number of m served to the children they
care for. Another 38 percent have turned to deficit spending rather than cutting
back on the meals they serve. This means borrowing from educational materials
funds, staff salary funds, etc., to make ends meet, resulting in less service available
to the children overall and an overworked staff. Finally, thirty-four percent have
sigrnlx;ﬁcantly cut back on the variety and quality of foods served.

e “Hunger Watch U.S.A.” report released by “Bread for the World” two years
ago reports the local effects of budget cuts in federal food assistance programs as
catalogued by their members in different parts of the country They report fewer
meals being served to children, because of decreased federa’ support, in Wake
County, North Carolina, Jamestown, North Dakota, Albuquerque, New Mexico;
Topeka, Kansas, LaCrosse, Wisconsin, Charlottesville, Virginia; Springfield, Ver-
mont; and Nashville, Tennessee. .

In January 1983 the Children’s Deiense Fund in collaboration with the Associa-
tion of Junor Leagues launched Child Watch in over 100 communities nationwide
to momitor the impact of federal budget cuts on needy children and families. In Mas-
sachusetts, the Child Watch group found that pr%:ms across the state had to cur-
tal the amount and variety of focd served. The Minucsota group reported that the
quahty and expertise of cooks and staff had to be reduced, worn-out equipment
could not be replaced, and deficits ware faced. In Maryland many centers reported a
decrease 1n the variety of meals served and the number of meals and snacks provid-

These chan%ie are occurring at the same time that nts are depending more
and more on day care facilities to help them stay on the job and ensure nutritious
meals for their children in spite of smaller home food budgets. These cuts are also
occurring at the same time as other cuts have made day care &rﬁgtams harder to
mantain—reductions in Title XX, CETA, and compensated d Care costs in
AFDC. All three of these programs have provided & great deal of support for child
care for low income working families in the past. The Children’s Defense Fund re-
leased & report 1 1984 titled “Children and Federal Child Care Cuts”, which sur
veyed the impact of federal Title XX cuts on stato child care systems. They found
that reductions 1 Title XX funding triggered cuts in state child care systems
throughout the country, including such practices s making fewer low-income work-
ng families ehgble for Title XX Child Care, increasing fees for child care, reducing
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during their working day. As anyone who has lived with preschoolers knows, they
eat a number of small meals during the day. In fact, nutritionists and health profes-
sionals recommend small frequent feedings for this age group in order to ensure
that their nutritional needs are met. Because of their short attention span, in-
exploratory activity, high level of Pphysical activity, and susceptibility to ill-
nesses, small, frequent feedings are essential for preschoolers. For all these reasons,
it would be a reasonable and wise social and health policy to reinstate the provision
to these children of the amount of food they require over a long day in child care—
three meals and two snacks—as they were provided previous to fiscal year 1982,

School lunch and nutrition education provisions

We also support additional funding for the National School Lunch and NET Pro-
grams. In the fall of 1982, FRAC issued a report titled “The Impact of Child Nutri-

nutrition programs. Therefore we support the provisions in H.R. 7 which raise the
eligibility for reduced-priced lunch from 185% to 195% end lower the student
charge for school lunch from 40 cents to 25 cents and the charge for school break-
fast from 30 to 15 cents.

The inistration claimed last year that more than 70% of the benefits in HR.
7 would go to families with incomes over 130% of the poverty line. It failed to point
out that approximately 709%-80% of the benefits would go to families with incomes
below 185% of the poverty line. The bill is intentionally targeted to benefit the
working poor, and properly so. According to the American School Food Service Asso-
ciation, the budget cuts enacted as part of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981
have dramatically reduced participation in the reduced-price lunch category.

, We have a particular concern about adequate funding for the Nutrition Edu-
cation and Training Program, U.S. Department of Agriculture witnesses in the past
have suggested that the sole goal of the NET Program was the development of class-
room curricula on nutrition and that since this goal hes been accomplished, the pro-
gram should be terminated. The Department generally fails to mention that the
goals of the program established by law also include: 1) teaching children about nu-
trition and its relation to health; 9) training food service personnel in the principles
and practices of food service management; and 3) instructing teachers in sound prin-
ciples of nutrition education. Thus, as Katherine L. Clancy, Past President of the
Society for Nutrition Education said in testimony before the Subcommittee in Feb-
ruary 1982: “The NET Program not only teaches the concepts of food as it relates to
nutrition, but actually puts these concepts into tpract.ice in the lunchroom.”

Also, it should be noted that evaluations o the NET program by USDA have
found that the programs in Georgia and Nebraska demonstrated quite positive pro-
gram effects on student nutrition knowledge (USDA, May 1982). Our recommenda-
tion is to add $3 million to the current $5 million authorization level of NET so that
$8 million can be made available to states.

Summer Food Service Programs for children-sponsorship

There are 11 and % million children who receive a free or reduced-price school
lunch during the 9 months of the school year. Yet the Summer Food Program which
is designed to provide these children with the same nutritional lunch during the
summer only served 14 million children in July 1983. A substantial barrier prevent-
ing expansion of this program is that nonprofit private agencies like community
action agencies, boy scouts, and local churches are prohibited from being program
sponsors The only eligible sponsors are public entities, school food authorities and
campa. If a school system or the city government decline to operate a program, none
of the children in these communities will be gerved. We believe that the H.R. 7 ap-

roach of allowing limited participation by some private nonprofit agencies will
elp provide needed meals for many of the children currently unserved.
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The Special Supplemental Food Program for women, infants and children

We support the Committee’s recommendation of $1.7 billion for WIC for F.Y.
1986. Currently, WIC serves 3.1 million icipants, but we know that approximate-
ly 9 million people are eligible for benefits. We also know that for every $pl spent on
prenatal care, we can save $3 in future medical costs. The $1.7 billion funding level
will allow WIC to grow by about 250,000 icipants.

On a more urgent note, it is our understanding that the Administration is not
going to request the full $1.5 billion that Congress azlnfapropriabed for WIC for F.Y.
1985. We urge members of this Committee to take a‘ﬁpm&ﬁaw actions immedi-
ately to ensure that the administration complies with the Congressional intent to
expend all $1.5 billion in F.Y. 1985 as stated in the F.Y. 1985 Continuing Appropria-
tions Resolution.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we would like to acknowledge our support of Chairman
Leland's bill entitled Comprehensive Nutrition Assistance Act of 1985 which encom-
passes all the provisions in H.R. 7.

In conclusion, we urge the Committee to favorably report HR. 7 as introduced by
Chairman Hawkins.

I would be pleased to respond to £ny questions the Committee may have.

ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORTERS OF H.R. 7

American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, American
Public Health Association, American School Food Service Association, Bread for the
World, Camp Fire, Center on Budget and Polica)Priorities, Children's Delense Fund,
Coalition on Block Grants and Human Needs, Community Nutrition Institute, Coun-
cil of Great City Schoois, Focd Research and Action Center, Friends Committee on
National Legielation, and

Interfaith Action for Economic Justice, National Black Child Development Insti.
tute, National Consumers League, National Education Association, National Farm-
ers Union, National Milk Producers Federation, National PTA, National Rural
Huusing Coalitin, Public Voice for Food and Health Policy, Rural Coalition, Socie
for Nutrition Education, United Church of Christ Office of Church and Society, U.S.
Conference of Mayors, and World Hunger Education Service.

Chairman Hawkins. Thank you:

The final witness is Ms. Cathy Litteer, the Texas State WIC di-
rector. Ms. Litteer, we welcome you before the committee.

Ms. Lirreer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of this
committee.

My name is Catherine Litteer and I am secretary treasurer of
the National Association of WIC Directors and the WIC director
from the State of Texas.

The National Association of WIC Directors represents State
agency WIC directors of all 50 States, 31 Indian tribal organiza-
tions, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, and the District of
Columbia.

I am here today representing the National Association of WIC
Directors in support of H.R. 7. You may recall that last year the
association, represented by Dick Blount, the president, presented to
this committee our statement of concerns regarding the reauthor-
ization of the WIC Program and concerns regarding the future
year's appropriations.

I have included that statement in the text of my written testimo-
ny, so I won’t go over it at this time.

[The prepared statement of the National Association of WIC Di-
rectors follows:]

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF WIC DirECTORS

A STATEMENT OF CONCERNS

The Natwnai Assocatin of WIC Directors represents the state agency WIC direc-
tors of ail the fifty states plus 31 Indian trigal organuzations, Puerto Rico, the
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Virgin Islands, Guam, and the District of Columbia. It was first conceived in 1979 as
a national forum of dedicated program managers and other interested persons to act
collectively on behalf of the Special Supplemental Food Program for Yomen, In-
fants and Children (WIC). It was officially organized by the adoption of its bylaws in
g_ogvelzg&zx 1983 and the election of officers at its first national conference, February

The functions of the Association include, but are not limited by the following spe-
cific functions:

A. To act as a resource for governmental bodies and individual legislators regard-
ing issuss particular to the health and nutrition of women, infants and children and
to act as an advocate for WIC clients.

B. To provide good management practices to assist WIC Program Directors at the
State and local levels.

C. To provide a national resource network through which selected ideas, materi-
als, and procedures can be communicated to persons working in the WIC communi-

ty.

The Association recognizes that, this the 10th anniversary year of the WIC Pro-
gram, is one of its most critical years. Its legislative authorization expires Septem-
ber 30, 1984. Though federal funding of the Program has been relatively generous in
the past, it must continually seek adequate funding even in years of high federal
deficits.

As we celebrate its 10th anniversary, we commend the great accomplishments it
has effectively attained since its establishment by a wise and concerned Congress
faced with the probable effects of malnutrition in the lives of women, infants and
children in our country.

Though the U.S. General Accounting Office’s (GAO) most recent report on WIC
evaluations released January 30, 1984 stated there was no “conclusive evidence” on
the effects expected for the WIC Program, it did affirm that WIC evaluations did
prcvide some favorable effects of the Program. Among the GAO findings vere:

“We estimate that WIC decreases the proportion of low birthweights for infants
born to women eligible for WIC by 16 to 20 percent. WIC’s effect on mean birth-
weights also appears to be positive . . . WIC mothers appear to experience greater
benefit the longer they participate.” )

“We conclude tentatively that teenage women and black women who participate
in wllg vae better birth outcomes than wmparable women who do not participate
in .

“Participating in WIC may mutigate some of the effect of a mother’s smoking, de-
monstrably harmful to infant birthweights.”

“The available evaluative evidence is modest and preliminary but suggests that
participation in WIC improves the intake of energy, protein, and some other nutri-
ents for pregnant women, enhances the iron in their blood, and increases their
weight gain.”

“The limited evidence on anemia from the two studies of mdoerate quality sug-
gests that WIC may reduce the incidence of anemia among infants and children.”

The Missouri WIC evaluation study cited by the GAO review as one of the most
credible and qualitative WIC evaluations documented that. “For both nonwhite and
white participants, the low birthweight rates were less than one-half of the rates for
comparable non WIC mothers.” That s a particularly significant finding because
.nfant mortality s the 12th leading cause of death in our country and a low birth:
weight infant is 20 times more likely to die than a normal one.

That the GAO report could not be more conclusive was not necessarily indicative
of deficiencies within the Program. The “lack of conclusive evidence” was more a
prublem of the size of the studies (State studies vs. national, and particular meth-
odulugical imperfections (dufficulty of establishing a control group,. The GAO, itself,
refc:im W these prublems in underscoring “the need t desigh and implement better
studies.”

Confident that the WIC Program has earned its place in the field of preventive
health, the National Assuciatiun of WIC Directors has chosen this means to address
itself to the basic concerns of legislative authurization and funding as the Program
begins its secund decade servicing the health and nutntion needs of women, infants
and children.

Herein is our statement of concern.
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NATIONAL A8S0CIATION OF WIC DiRECTORS
A STATEMENT OF CONCERNS—SUMMARY OF RKCOMMENDATIONS
(Mar. 9, 1984—Reissued Apr. 2, 1985)

Legislative authorization

1. The Specia' Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and Children
(WIC) should bt given permanent authorization prior to September 30, 1985.

2. There Should be no targeting of program benefits beyond the revised proposed
Federal regulations issued July 8, 1983 (par. 246.7(dX4) alternative C).

3. Non-food program costs should be defined as “direct services and operational
costs which includes nutrition/health assessments and nutrition education, plus
local and state administration.’”

4. The minimum funding for direct services and operational costs should be no
less than 20 percent of the total grant.

5. There should be no establishment of a limitation on “State agencies” based
SO ¥ttt b P dards” and “public h

3 inistrative type rules such as “processing stan "> and “public hearings”
should be provided for in Federal regulations rather than legislation.

Legislative funding

7. The full commitment of $246 million by 1985 supplemental funding ghould be
hornored, with the funds provided far enough before August 2, 1985 to avoid program
disruption.

8. The FY 1986 appropriation should be sufficient to allow 10%-15% increase in
the WIC caseload.

9. Authorization for end-of-year funding flexibility, not exceeding 3 percent,
?hogl;d be granted ts permit the most effect.ve management and utilization of total
unding.

10. The Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and Children
(WIC& should continue as a categorical program rather than folded into a block
gran

Legislative authorization

1. The Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC)
should be given permanent authorization prior to September 30, 1985

The National Association of WIC Directors (NAWD) earnestly believes that the
Special ‘S:J:plemental Food Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC) should
be granted permanent authorization. The logic for such belief is based on sound
management principles and the need for administrative continuity. It is most dis-
ruptive for any program to have to deal with legislative and regulatory changes
each year. In many cases, it takes the greater part of a “;iear to implement such
changes. It is especially disruptive to a program such as WiC wherein certification
is valid for a six month period. By the time some of the changes are fully imple-
mented in the first cgcle of certifications, there is a cloud of uncertainity over those
certifications made during the last half of a one year authorization. The overall
effect produces at the local agency level a negative climate of uncertainity -
ing romm stability. For possibly the first time in its ten years of existence, WIC
finally a method of funding and a fairly well refined set of federal regulations
which assure some continuity and reflect some degree of long range planning.
Therefore, the Association, confident of the effectiveness and proven national ac-
ceptance of the Program, recommends permanent authorization.

2. There should be no targeting of program benefits beyond the revised proposed Fed-
eral regulations issued Jl’:fy ¢{ 1983 (par. %c{;(dﬂ) alternative C?

There are those who suggest that WIC should better target program benefits to
“those most-in-need”. The “most-in-need” generally connotes “those who are ;denti-
fied as exhibiting some type of medical, anthropometric, or hematological risk.”

argument compromises the entire preventive nature of WIC. It argues that
WIC should be primanily thexapeutic in nature. We find this troublesome. During
the past ten years, health care literature has continued to support the premise that

1 Revision attached as addendum to this paper.
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prevention of health problems is coet-effective as well as humane. This has been
shown in both the public and private sector. To limit WIC to therapeutic treatment
would be short-sighted and would only contribute further to our current national
dilemma, the continuation of spiraling health care coets.

The July 8, 1983 proposed Federal tions (Par. 246.7(d)4) Alternative C) gov-
erning the WiC Program provides for a priority system to manage caseloads. State
directors believe that relatively slight revisions in that proposed priority %tem
would ensure that those participants at greatest risk receive WIC services. There-
fore, the National Association of WIC Directors recommend that there be no target-
ing of benefits beyond the revised proposed Federal Regulation.

8. Non-food program costs should be defined as “direct services and operational costs
which includes nutrition/health assessments and nutrition education, plus local
and State administration”

Those who propose to reduce the WIC Program administrative costs bacause they
appear too high compared to other public assistance programs apparently have a
misperception of what is included under program administration.

Indeed, “administrative costs” is really a misnomer since these also include pay-
ment for many client services such as nutritio..'health assessments and nutrition
education, plus local and state administration which includes safe-guarding account-
ability of federal dollars. If such a broad definition of “administrative costs’” were
applied to many health service programs, one could say their costs are 100 percent
administration.

The National Association of WIC Directors recommends a redefinition of “admin.
istrative costs.” Allowed non-food costs are better defined as. “Direct services and
operational costs which inclade nutrition/health assessments and nutrition educa-
tion, plus local and state administration.”

4. The minimum funding for direct services and operational costs should be 20 per-
cent of the total grant

The more definitive statement regarding direct services and operational costs, em-
phasizing the significant inclusion of client services, refutes the ment of high
admunistrative costs. In fact, it can be more justly argued that the WIC is
remarkably efficient. It provides more services than other programs at a lower cost.

To help stretch limited Federal direct services and operational cost dollars, State
and local governments have contributed in-kind resources. A 1978 survey of State
and local WIC Programs found that State and local in-kind contributions (staff,
office spaces, etc.; comprised 13 and 40 percent of total State and local costs. Howev-
er, as State and local public health budgets and Federal funds for maternal and
child health services have sirunk over the past three years, the ability to provide
inkind resources to WIC has eroded. At the same time the purchasing power of
direct services and operational funding has likewise eroded use health care
costs have risen faster than food costs, the base of the 20 percent direct services and
operational cost funding.

C directors are concerned abuut present and future cost containment. We be-
Leve that WIC Program services are an investment in preventing }ngher meadical
expenses. Studies in Massachusetts and Missouri have s%own that infants of WIC
participating women have lower medi.al costs than infants of comparable non-WIC
women. These medical savings more than offset the costs of the WIC Program food
and services. WIC not only promotes good health, it saves money.

These services can only be maintained if direct services and operational funds are
sufficient to pay staff and to keep clinics open. The factors above have forced WIC
managers and staff to retrench in providing services already. Any further funding
restnictions will reduce the effectiveness of the WIC Pr in serving needy
women, ;nfants and children and may uitimately lead to higher medical costs.

Therefore, the National Association of WIC Directors recommends that the mini-
muam funding for direct services and uperational costs be no less than 20 percent of
the tutal grant. The Association believes that even a higher percentage is justified
buzl it }deaves that decisiun to the wisdom and good will of those who are empowered
to decide.

5. There should be no establishment of a Limitation on “State agencies” based solely
on minimum participation levels
Thuse wurrently supporting a minimum size requirement for state agencies use
hugh levels of admunustrative cust” as the argument agaunst small state agencies. In
reality, the only state agencies likely to be affected by such a requirement would be
thuse uperating programs for Native Amernans, If actual dollar amounts were re-
viewed rather than percentages, it would reveal that the number of dollars are rela:
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tively small. For example, if we look at the Miccosouk State Agency, we observe a
direct services and operational costs,'food ratio of 46.33 percent. But dollars reflect
$34,309 for food and $15,131 for direct services and operational costs. We feel that
limiting state agencies to minimum sizes would only affect services to Native Amer-
icans. Since Native Americans have unique nutritonal needs and problems, we do
ne feel services to this population should be sacrificed for the sake of minimal
¢ (in real dollar amounts) upon direct services and operational monies.

6. adnmunistrative %mles such as “processing standards” and “public hearings”
should be provided for in Federal regulations rather than legislation

As state directors, we greatly appreciate the concern of advocacy groups that seek
to more effectively control program management by writing detailed client safe-
guards into enabling legislation. We are equally concerned about possible rapid and
dramatic deregulation which could erode the quality of the Program. As program
managers, we see the question to be how to maintain quality control in the Pro-
fram, without over controlling the Program so that it cannot be managed efficient-

y.

We are commutted to ensuring effective, efficient benefits to participating clients
1n a most timely manner; however, we are troubled by what are sometimes unrealis-
ti. processing standards, particularly in smaller satellite clinics established primari-
ly as a convenience to the clients, by providing services in close proximity to where
clients live.

We are in favor of public input into state plans, however history has proven that
legisiated public hearings are not effective. Participation at hearings often involve
l.ss than five persons, with some hearings actually attracting no one.

It is the opinion of the National Association of WIC Directors that these adminis-
trative policies can better be addressed through Federal Regulations which can
more effectively provide prope:r guidelines with greater flexibility. State agency di-
rectors are committed to the established goals of the Program and beligve that with
xbxiore flexibility they can pursue the attainment of the goals in a creative, responsi-

e manner.

Legislative funding

7. The full commutment of $246 mullion fiscal year 1985 supplemental funding
should be honored, with funds provided far enough before August 2, 1985, to
avoid program disruption

To avert a severe criss in the summer involving the possible dropping of approxi-
mately 175,000 participating clients during July, August and September, the com-
mitment of $246 million supplemental funding must be appropriated far enoug?

before August 2, 1985. to avord program disruption. The need is so obvious, WIC di-

rectors cannot rationally conceive that anything less than the full commitment of

Congress will be pruvided. We commend the clear, definitive statement of the Con-

gressional intention as expressed in passing the Continuing Reenlution.

8. The fiscal year 1986 appropriations should be sufficient to allow < 0-15 rercent
increase in WIC caseloads

The National Association of WIC Directors applauds the past support which has
been provided for the WIC Pro&mm We believe the Program has proven the merit
of such wisdom. As we look to the future and the beginning of the 's second
decade, we believe that its future funding must be related to both need and cost-
effectiveness.

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) has stated that $1.569 billion will be
needed W maintwn vurrent WIC caseload levels throughout FY 1986, Obviously, the
FY 1986 appropriations should be no less than that projected by the CBO.

However, we are sensitive to the great number of persons in need of the Program
benefits and who are potentsally eligible for Program participation which we cannot
serve due to limited funding. {Ne are equally aware of the necessary tension be-
tween program expansion and budget deficits. There is no easy course. Hard deci
sions must be made.

As state agency directors, we feel we would be irresponsible if we failed to empha
sze the great need to expansion of the Program during the next few years in an
orderly, reasunable manner. We recummend expanding the annual program author-
wzaton level by an amount equal to the determined inflationary increase plus 10 15
percent real growth per year. The real growth increase would complement the De-
partment’s present funding formula to establish equity based on need among the
states and would permit limited growth in the stabil state agencies.
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; This rfqposal is made in goed faith that it will be a positive factor in controlling
uture deficits.

The GAO review of the most credible WIC evaluations led them to estimate “that
WIC decreases the proportion of low birth-weights for infants born to women eligi-
ble for WIC by 16 to 20 percent.” The Missouri study cited by GAO documented that
“For both nonwhite and white participants, the low-birthweight rates were leas than
one-half of the rates for comparable non-WIC mothers.” Further evidence of WIC’s
positive effect in Xreventing more costly Iong-term medical and health costs are
cited within the GAO report.

It is true that the report stated there was no conclusive evidence on the effects of
the Program though it did clearly state that “the information indicates the likeli-
hood that WIC has modestly positive effects in some areas.” That the GAO report
could not be more conclusive was not necessarily indicative of deficiencies within
the Program limiting its intended effectiveness. The “lack of conclusive evidence”
was more a problem of the size of the studies (state studies rather than national)
and particular methodological imperfections (such as difficulty in establishing a
“control group”). The GAO refers to this problem in underscoring “the need to
design and implement better studies.” It must be remembered that it was the stud-
ies cited by GAO for their quality and credibility that documented the pesitive out-
comes referred to in this &1’,’" o

Thus, as directors, we believe that Program expansion prowd.u.ﬁigosiﬁve benefits
may contribute to significant savm%s.m future medical costs. would have a
positive effect on reducing future deficits. We welcome the opportunity to be & part-
ner in the national search for a resolution of our common fiscal problems.

9. Authorization for end-of year funding flexibility, not exceeding 8 percent, should
;e n%’:“”“d to permit the most ef%ctive management and utilgation of total
unding.

Due to many uncontrollable variables, it is most difficult, if not impossible, to uti-
lizc 100 percent of funding without risking overspending during the last 30-60 daye
of the fiscal year or cutting participation in that period to prevent overspending,
For a State to perform at less than 100 percent is to deny services to those who need
program benefits. Likewise, to under-utilize total funding because of imprecise con-
trol over vanables could be interpreted that Program funds are ade«é:x:te or greater
than need, and, could cause unwarranted reductions in future funding. Therefore,
the National Association of WIC Directors recommends that the State agencies be
authorized to exercise management flexibilivy for end-of -year funding to exceed the
grant by no more than 3 percent without penalty.

10. The Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC)
should continue as a categorical program rather than being folded into a block
grant

The Natiwonal Association of WIC Directors has testified twice before Congression-
al Committees against consolidation of WIC and the MCH Block Grant (the Senate
Subcommittee on Nutrition, February 22, 1982 and the House Subcommittee on Ele-
mentary, Secondary, and Vocational Education, March 17, 1982). The points raised
an the testimony still app%and have been reaffirmed by the Association. We stand
firmly on our belief that WIC's continued support has been a result of its ability to
be identified as a specific service and to account for its effectiveness upon the nutri-
tional well-being of women, infants and children. To those of us convinced that WIC
will continue to prove its impact upon the health of our nation’s children, such iden-
titx‘his imperative. .

The National Association of WIC Directors has sumitted these recommendations
as a resource for governmental bodies and individual legislators with confidence
that their consideration and adoption will enable the Special Supplemental Program
for Women, Infants and Children (WIC; to effectively continue as one of the most
suwessful preventive health programs ever established by Congress. As directors we
wmmit ourselves to responsibly manage the Program and safeguard the account-
ability of Federal funds in order to provide maximum benefits to those women, in
fants and children who are at nutrition risk in our country.

Respectfully submitted by, .

The Ns‘ional Association of WIC Directors.

C. Ricuarp BLOUNT,
President.

ADDENDUM
Department of Agriculture Food and Nutrition Service.
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gCFiR;lPsmzfm' tal Food Program for Wi Inf d Child

pec upplemen! or Women, Infants an ildren.

Proposed I?uleu, July 8, 1983.

The following is a revised form as suggested by the National Association of WIC

Directors:

Par. 246.7(dX4) Alternative C—

The following nutritional risk priority system shall be used by the eompetcn;fro-
fessional authority to fill vacancies which occur after a local agency has reached its
maximum participation level. The State agency may set income or other sub-priori-
ty levels within these three priority levels:

Priority 1. Applicants with special nutrition conditions.—Such conditions shall be

on any combination of anthropometric or hematological measurements, other
medical conditions, dietary factors, or age, as determined by the individual State
ency.
agPrigrity 2. Pregnant and breastfeeding women, and infants, other than those who
qualify as priority 1.

Priority g ildren, other than those who glxlxalify as priority 1.

Priority 4. Postpartum women, other than those who qualify as priority 1.

. Ms. Lrrreer. I would like to concentrate, however, on several key
issues.

One is the length of the authorization. The National Association
of WIC Directors ernestly believes that the WIC Program should be
granted longer than 1 year authorization and ultimately perma-
nent authorization, although we fully support the provisions in
H.R. 7. Throughout the 10-year existence of the WIC Program, we
have had varying authorization periods which, when coupled with
at least at a minimum of seven revised Federal regulations, only
produces an environment of constant change, disruption and uncer-
tainty.

Our recommendation is based on sound management principles
and the desire of WIC State Directors and local agency directors
for administrative and program continuity. Using this fiscal year
as an example, new regulations have been brought forth which will
influence changes for both the State and local agencies. It must be
implemented by June 1 of this year.

n the year where we operate by continuing resolution and ques-
tionable national funding, the overall effect of trying to implement
program changes produces throughout the WIC community a nega-
tive climate of program instability, unnecessary frustration and
only provides for short-term planning.

The WIC Program has proven its efficiency, effectiveness and re-
solve and we look to you to provide for continuity and stability.

The second issue is the minimum funding for administrative
costs and program service costs should be at least 20 percent of the
total grant. There are those who would suggest that the WIC Pro-
gram’s administrative costs appear high, compared to other public
assistance programs. This is an obvious misconception. In fact, it
can be more ardently and justly argued that the WIC Program is
extrem&}{ efficient.

The WIC Program, in fact, provides a wider range of services and
other programs and at a lower cost. Health screening: With the en-
trance into health care system, nutrition education, offering basic
education in relationship to growth and development and mainte-
nance of good health and supplemental foods, which are economi-
cally rich sources of nutrients found deficient in diets of low-
income populations are in reality investments in preventing higher
mediczl hea’ h care costs for the future.
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As you know, studies have shown that infants born to women
participating in the WIC Program have lower medical costs than
infants born to comparable non-WIC women. WIC not only pro-
motes good health, but it saves money.

The last issue for which the association is extremely concerned is
permanent and future-year appropriation and the allocation of
those appropriations. As members of this committee know, the
President’s new budget proposes to cut the WIC Program in both
fiscal year 1985 and fiscal year 1986, which has just been previous-
ly presented to you. Interestingly enough, however, Congress ap-
propriated $1.5 billion for WIC this year and the budget proposal
indicated a figure of approximately $76 million less. The major
impact of this funding shortage will occur in the fourth quarter of
this year, actually late this summer, August or September.

The administration will only be asking for approximately $170
million of the $246 million appropriated by Congress for the supple-
mental funding from August 2 to September 30, unless action by
Congress is taken to prevent them from following their plan. This
committee must take the lead in that action.

The administration’s budget requests only $1.48 million for fiscal
year 1986, while the Congressional Budget Office has estimated
that to maintain current WIC services, $1.569 billion is needed,
which is 5.7-percent higher than the administration’s proposal.

It is difficult to discuss the two funding issues separately since
the reduction of the fourth quarter of 1985 funding has a direct
bearing on the base funding amounts for fiscal year 1986. The
strategy is clear; the administration is planning to force caseload
down, either gradually beginning in February when the President
introduced his budget or drastically in the fourth quarter of this
year.

Previously, USDA, in adopting the funding formula for allocating
WIC appropriations has used the States fourth-quarter grants an-
nualized to start off the base grant for stability in the future year.
If the administration’s destructive course is not altered, and only
Congress can change that course, all States will experience a re-
duced fourth-quarter grant, caseloads will drop; approximately
240,000 women, infants and children will lose their much needed
assistance and the administration will have justified its fiscal year
1986 budget request.

The National Association of WIC Directors supports the amount
authorized to be appropriated of the $1.7 billion in H.R. 7, fiscal
year 1986, and contends that at a minimum, the appropriation
should not be less than what the Congressional Budget Office esti-
mat:s is necessary to continue to serve the current participation
level in fiscal year 1986.

On behalf of the National Association of WIC Directors, I want
to thank you for allowing this testimony and for your continued
support of the WIC Program. We fully support the provisions in
H.R. 7. There are literally thousands of young voices across this
Nation who, if they could, would voice their “thank you” along
with mine.

[The prepared statement of Catherine Litteer follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF CATHERINE LITTERR

Mr. Chairman, membars of Congress, my name is Catherine Litteer, Secretary
treasurer of the National Association of WIC Directors and WIC Director from the
State of Texss.

The National Association of WIC Directors represents State Agency WIC Direc-
tors of all fifty states, 31 Indian tribal organizations, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin
Islands, and the District of Columbia,

I am here today representing the National Association of WIC Directors, in sup-
port of HR.7. You may recall that last year the Association represented by Dick
Blount, President presented to this committee our Statement of Concerns regarding
the re-authorization of the W.I.C. Program, and concerns regarding future year ap-
propriatious. I have included that Statement in the text of my written testimony.

In summary I would like to confine my remarks however to several key issues.

(1) Length of authorization

The National Association of WIC Directors earnestly believes that the WIC Pro-
gram should be granted permanent authorization.

Throughout the ten year existence of the WIC Program we have had various au-
thorization periods, which when coupled with a minimum of (7) seven sets of revised
federal regulations over the same time period produces, an environment of constant
change, disruption and uncertainty, Our recommendation for permanent authoriza-
tion and our belief that such action is needed is based on sound management princi-
pals and the desire of State WIC Directors, local agency directors, and WIC partici-
pants for administrative and program continuity.

Using this fiscal year, as an example new regulations have been promulgated
which will influence changes for both the State and local agencies and which must
be implemented by June 1, 1985. In a year where we operate by continuing resolu-
tion, and guestionable national funding, the over-all effect of trying to implement
program cnan%es produces throughout thc WIC community a negative climate of
program instability, unnecessary frustration, and only short term planning. The
WIC program has proven its efficiency, effectiveness, and resolve. We look to , 7u to
provide for continuity, and stability.

The second issue is,

2} The minimum funding for admunistrative custs and program services should be at
least 20 percent of the total grant

There are those who would suggest that the WIC Program’s administrative costs
appear high compared to other public assistance programs. This is an obvious mis-
conception. In fact, it can be more ardently and justly argued that the WIC Program
is remarkably efficient.

The WIC Program infact, provides a wider range of services than other programs
at a lower cost. Health screening, with entrance into the health care system, nutri-
tion education, offering basic nutrition in relationship to growth and development,
and maintenance of good health, and Supplemental foods which are economically
rich svurces of nutrients found deficient in diets of low income populations, are in
reality investments in preventing higher medical expense burdens. As you know
studies have shown that infants born to women participating in the WIC Program
have lower medical costs than infants born to comparable non-WIC participating
women. WIC not only promotes good health, but it saves money.

Because local, state, and federal dollars for maternal and child health services
have decreased over the last several years, the ability of many State and local agen
cies to provide in kind resources to the WIC Program activities has also decreased.
At the same time the costs to provide the three major WIC services has risen, and
purchasing power dimiunished since health care costs have risen [uster than fuod
costs, which is the base of the 20 percent administrative funding we currently re-
ceive,

Any further funding restrictions imposed by reducing the available adminstrative
dollars will seriously reduce the effectiveness of the WIC Program. Theref. < th:
Natiwonal Assuciation of WIC Directors recommends that minimum fund.ang for ad-
munistrative and program service costs be no less than 20 percent of the total grant,
but believes that a higher percentage is justified.

The last issue for which the Association is extremely concerned is

() Current and future WIC appropriations

As members of this .ommittee know, the Pres.dent’s new Budget prupuses to cut
the WIC program in both FY 1985 and FY 1986.
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Interestingly enough, however, the Con, appropriated $1.5 billion dollars for
WIC in FY 1985, and the budget pro, indicated a fi of ;gﬁroximately 76
million dollars less. The major impact of this funding shortage will occur in the
fourth quarter of this year, actuslly late this summer. The Administration will only
be asking for approximately $170 million of the $246 million appropriated for suz
plemental fun from A 2, to Sept. 30, 15556 uniees action by Congress
taken to ggve.nt em from following their plan,

The Administration’s budget requests only $1,480 billion dollars for FY 1986,
while the Congressional Budget Office has estimated that to maintain current WIC
services, $1,669 billion is needed, which is 5.7% higher than the Administration’s

proposal.
It is difficult to discuss the two funding issues separately since the reduction of
gourr.t‘}‘} ?ggétcr FY 1985 funding has a direct bearing on the base funding amounts
or X

The stra is clear; the Administration is planning to force caseload down,
either gradually begm ning in February, or drastically in the fourth quarter of FY
1985. Previously, USDA in adopting the funding formula for allocating WIC appro-
gn‘ations has used State’s 4th quarter grants annualized to start the base grant (sta-

ility) for the future year. If the Administration’s destructive course is not altered,
and only Congress can change that course, all States will experience a reduced 4th
uarter grant, caseload will drop, agproximate? 175,000 infants, women, and chil-
n will lose their much needed assistance, and the Administration will have justi-
fied it's FY 1986 budget request.

The National Association ¢f WIC Directors supports the appropriated $1.7 billion
asked for in H.R.7. for FY 1986, and contends that at & minimum the appropriation
should not be less than what the Congressional Budget Office estimates is necessary
to continue to serve the current participation level in FY 1986.

On behalf of the National Association of WIC Directors, I want to thank you for
allowing this testimony today and for your continued support of the WIC R
There are many, literally thousands of young voices across this nation who, if they
could, would echo their “thank you” with mine.

Chairman Hawxkins. Thank you, Ms. Litteer.

Ms. Litteer, in Ms. Crow’s prepared testimony—and I find so
many statements of this nature contained in that testimony that it
is almost unbelievable—on page 9 in reference to a reduction in
the number of persons participating in the WIC program, she said:
“We believe that this program needs to be stabilized and better tar-
geted so that its focus will be on pregnant women and infants.” It
seems to be a reasonably fair statement, but I juat don’t know what
she means by “being better targeted so that its focus will be on
pregnant women and infants,” as if there is an implication that the
grotggam currently isn’t really focused on pregnant women and in-

ants.

Do you have any thought or any explanation or any comment to
make as to whether or not the program is not targeted or is not
reaching those that it is supposed to be reaching?

. Lirteer. I can only assume, Mr. Chairman, that she is
meking that statement because, probably nationwide on the aver-
age, the WIC Program is addressing the needs of about 50 percent
children. Caseloads are make up of about 50 percent children,
rather than women and infants. However, I think that if you go
back and look at even stabilizing the WIC Program, you are going
to be losing 140,000 participants.

I think that we have to take a look at where these children come
from. Their age groups are, of course, 1 year to 2, 3 and 4 years of
age, 50 you have got a larger pool of potential eligibles to draw
from than from women, low income women who potentially may
become pregnant at any time in a given year, and the number of
infants that are born.
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I think the targeting of WIC falls pretty close to the priority
levels that are already design..ied in the Federal regulations, and
that by using those priority standards, we are prioritizing who we
are serving.

Chairman Hawxkins. So you think that her statement implies
that too much emphasis is placed on chiidren as opposed to infants
and the pregnant women themseives?

Ms. Lirreer. I think so, yes. I think that they are not realizing
that the pool of potential eligible children who have nutritional
needs points to a problem that can be just as devastating as those
of an infant in some cases. The pool is greater; therefore, the per-
centage of participants you are going to serve is greater in that
particular category of participant.

Chairman HAwkiINs. Mr. Lemov, let me also ask you about terms
of a statement Ms. Crow make with respect to the WIC Program.

On page 8 of her statement, she said that H.R. 7 will increase the
cost of the WIC Program, and she suggests that this would mean
that the participation would increase to 3.3 million in 1985; 3.4 mil-
lion in 1986; 3.69 million in 1987; and by 1988, 3.73 million. She
was stressing the increase in the participation and then indicating
that the program is increasing so dramatically that it needs to be
stabilized.

I think in your testimony you quoted the numbers that are now
being reached as being approximately 8.1 million persons, but out
of an eligible population of 9 million, which means that less than a
third of the target group are now being served. In such a situation,
what does the administration mean by the program needs to be sta-
bilized? It seems to me that is a rather modest increraental in-
crease. Certainly in terms of the budget situation, that does not
impose a tremendous burden. I think you also referred to a study
that the program actually pays for itself.

Now, in view of those facts, in what way does a program of this
nature help to reduce the deficit, and what is the relationship of a
cost-effective program of this nature, even leaving aside the moral
and social implications that may be involved in the program and
justlfl?)eing hardheaded business persons who look at the budget
itse

In what way will this impact, then, on the budget situation we
are faced with?

Mr. Lemov. Mr. Chairman, I think you have put your finger on
the key consideration with respect to the WIC Program. I think we
have to consider the budget impact not only of 1986, but of at least
1 or 2 or 3 years beyond that, and by not serving a larger percent-
age of the eligible population, it is clear that we are going to be
paying substantial costs as a nation in subsequent years, and very
soon, too. We are talking about health care costs that will impact,
not in 10 years or even in 5 years, but within the next 2 or 3 years.
We are talking about tax dollars in terms of the Medicaid Pro-
gram, we are talking about cost shifting of insurance money from
private middle class or insured persons who pay insurance or in
surance companies over in hospitale where they have to spend
money for the health care of low birth weight children or children
that are very ill at birth.
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So that we certainly agree with ﬁou that this program should
serve a much larger portion of the eligibles. After all, you are only
eligible for this program if the mother or the child is low-income
and also medically at risk. So we don’t understand the administra-
tion’s suggestion ahout better tergetirs. 1L, program is targeted
already and it is too small. It needs an increase; it doesn’t need sta-
bilization.

Chairman HAWKINS. It would seem to me that we will be falling
behind, both financially and otherwise in the program, that in the
out years, if not in 1986, reducing this program would actually in-
crease the budget deficit. It will just simply shift it to other costs
that society will be faced with.

Mr. Lemov. Everything that we see is consistent with that con-
clusion. If you look at the infant mortality rate in this country,
which is extremely high. The low birthweight figures, which are
unacceptably high, and those are adverse health consequences
which can be reached by this program. This is a very studied pro-
gram, so that we certainly agree with you that we will very shortly
be paying the costs for this attempt to reduce this program, which
is really what it is. It is not a stabilization; it is a cut.

We will be paying it out just in another budget category. We cer-
tainly agree with that. Everything we know about this program, in
terms of the studies that have been done by MIT and other univer-
sities and by the Government itself, establish this. You are correct
on that, Mr. Chairman. This program needs to be increased.

Chairman HAWKINS. Thank you.

Mr. Gunderson.

Mr GunpersoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank all of you
for your testimony. I don’t agree with all of it, but I don’t think
you expect me to agree with all of it. You are supposed to be advo-
cates on behalf of your particular programs.

I guess I would make a small comment in defense of USDA,
which is something I don’t always do, but, Mike, I thought your
criticisms were a little bit harsh. I think when they use words
“about 24 million,” they are indicating an approximation and I
don't think that we need to be partisan and picket people over that
kind of thing. “Judicious” and “restrained” are clearly opinion
words. You don't need to agree with them, but I think to criticize
them for using the words is not necessarily all that judicious, if I
can use that word at this point in time, when we are trying to find
a way to build a bipartisan consensus to go with something in the
area of school nutrition.

I think you all know that what the administration has proposed
in their budget is not going to become law. What does become law
is a good question. I think that is what we have to try to resolve.

I would like to ask you a difficult question from the position of
your advocacy groups, which is, why is it that whenever I meet
with the school administrators back in Wisconsin and they priori-
tize educational programs, school lunch is always in the lower end
of their priority list” They are much more alarmed about chapter
II and about chapter I and those programs. I have a couple of let-
ters I could show you from schoof)administrators that say, “Well,

we could handle some reduction in the School Lunch Program.”
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Probably not what the administration is proposing, but some reduc-
tion—why do you think that is?

Mr. Lemov. Mr. Gunderson, let me first comment on my com-
ments on the administration’s position. This committee has always
had a wonderful bipartisan record in supporting Child Nutrition
Programs and I just—when I comment on their position, we are
not in any way suggesting anything about the members of this
committee because you have always gone to bat 100 percent, or at
least 99 percent——

Mr. GUNDERSON. Ninety-eight.

Mr. LEmov [continuing]. Ninety-eight percent,.and we really ap-
preciate that and when you mention advocacgeorganizations, a lot
of these groups on here wouldn't necessarily be considered advoca-
cy organizations, like the Church of Christ or the U.S. Conference
of Mayors. I mean, perhaps FRAC is, but’a lot of the people endors-
ing our statement are not and so it is a broad-based position.

Now, your question was on a subject I am not an expert on. That
is why I was sort of delaying answering it.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Probably—MTrs. Gravenmier, from your position
with the West Virginia DPI, you could respond. Do you find the
same thing in West Virginia, that your school administrators are
much more concerned about chapter I and chapter II than they are
school lunch?

Ms. GRAVENMIER. I believe our superintendent of schools provid-
ed testimony in New Orleans before—I am not sure which commit-
tee—but he did address both the cuts in chapter II and I and also
in the Child Nutrition Programs, so perhaps we are a bit more for-
tunate in West Virginia as to the stress which was placed on all
cuts in general.

However, I think we are talking®about a set budget with school
geople, and of course, school boards, our county school board, our

istrict school boards’ primary responsibility is toward education,
getting the teacher in the classroom with the proportion of stu-
dents per teacher and all that sort of thing. So, in drafting their
budget, they do have to look at these grants which primarily go for |
salaries and set administrative costs, just as we are now having to |
look at the infrastructure of our School Lunch Program and are so
concerned that this will be wasted away.

There are certain cuts which—certain budget priorities which
must e established early on. Our school budgets, for example,
were established, I think, in March or April for next year and our
State budgets already have gone for next year. So we would have
to look at those basic costs first, I think, in setting up the budget.

We do tend to stress the availability of those funds, first of all.

Mr. GuNDERSON. Go ahead, Mike.

Mr. LEmov. Mr. Gunderson, could I take a crack at that now.

I understand the American Association of School Administrators
does oppose any further cuts in school nutrition programs, sc they
are on record against any further reductions. That does address
your question on education versus food programs.

Mr. GunpERsON. OK.

The second question. Is there any evidence that a lot of families ,
between the 185 and 195 percent of the poverty level have been ap- |

\

plying for and are getting word Jf a denial for reduced price meals?
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I mean, one of the things we are looking at in H.R. 7 is raising that
level. Is there an indication that there are a lot of those families
applying for reduced price and not receiving them?

Ms. GravenMier. Of course, we publish those guidelines in the
newspapers so I don’t think that parents would make the applica-
tion if they feel that their income is over that. That does not neces-
sarily mean that they don't feel that they need some assistance.

Mr. GunpersoN. When you publish it, do you publish a percent-
age or do you publish a dollar amount?

Ms. GRAVENMIER. We publish the dollar amount.

Mr. Gunperson. OK, thank you.,

Go ahead, Mike.

Mr. LEmov. iz 1 understand your question as to the need of that
10 percent?

Mr. GunpeErsON. Yes. What has prompted this? I mean, do we
havg a lot of people coming in and applying who are just over the
line? *

Mr. Lemov. From our point of view, it is the general—it is the
number of studies. The Harvard report, which I referred to, cites
15 national studies and 17 State studies which show increasing
numbers of people either having hunger problems or food problems
or in line for emergency food repeatedly at churches, communit
centers, et cetera. You just can't—and FRAC did one of those stud-
ies called “Bitter Harvest” last November. We found a 22-percent
increase in demand for emergency food between 1983 and 1984,
even though we were having an econo.nic recovery in that year. So
I think it is in part the general datua which we continue to see on
increased poverty, increased demand for emergency food and mal-
nutrition that prompts the effort here to serve some of that popula-
tion.

Mr. GunpersoN. You all would know better than I, but are you
making a case directly or inadvertently that probably what we
ought to be doing is taking some of that 24-cent subsidy for school
lunch—and reducing something in there, some part of that, rather
than increasing the amount eligible for reduced price lunches?
Would something like that better address the intended needy popu-
lation? I don't know I am asking. I mean, are their revisions within
the same dollar amount that better serve the needed constituency?

Mr. Lemov. Let me suggest, Mr. Gunderson, that there is
money —we recognize you are struggling—this committee is strug-
gling very hard in the face of major Federal budget deficits to come
up with a fair and balanced program and we appreciate that and
we think it is very responsible, but we do want to point out that
you might look at some other committee’s jurisdictions, too, to save
some money.

For instance, the investment tax credit—

Mr. GUNDERSON. But we are not on those committees.

Mr. Lemov [continuing]. $32 billion last year and that is a place
where money can be saved and given to nutrition programs.

Ms. GRavENMIER. I think the problem is the total cost of the pro-
gram, the infrastructure of the School Lunch Program, which re-
quires participation of sort of a balance of children, and when you
raise meal prices, as I said, then you tend to—for every penny, you
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lose a child. So that the programs do not meet the needs of any of
the children, particularly in the junior and senior high schools.

We have many kids who may be approved—their parents may
have applied for a reduced or free lunch for them, but because
their peers are not participating, then they do not come through
t}}:e lunch line, either, even though they might have it available to
them.

Mr. GUuNDERSON. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Hawkins. Mr. McKernan.

Mr. McKEerNAN. Yes, just a couple of short questions to Ms. Lit-
teer on the WIC Program. I think that all of us understand the
problems with the funding levels that have been proposed and, un-
fortunately, I am afraid that we are not going to see much more
than was received last year, and perhaps not adjusted for inflation..

Is there any way that you can suggest, from your experience,
that we might be able to better target that program? The chairman
talked about this a little bit, but, understanding that we don’t have
the dollars to do what needs to be done, are there some areas to
which WIC funds ought to be targeted more than others? I under-
stand that, for instance, instead of having as many of the funds go
toward the children, should it go more toward the pregnant
women?

Ms. Lirreer. Well, it is very difficult to talk about targeting. I
know the admintistration has talked about that. In view of target-
ing, they have come out with priorities of individuals in higher risk
than others. The first two priorities, infants and pregnant women.
Infants are priority 2. Children that have anemia are priority 3.

What the administration and USDA is encouraging us to do now
is serve high-priority individuals. I think that many States are
doing that, and we were doing it to begin with. As far as the chil-
dren, you know, children in poverty has increased 51 percent since
19—between 1979 and 1984, and as I said earlier, because we can
serve l-year-olds, 2-year-olds, 3-year-olds, and 4-year-olds, the pool
of population eligible is far greater in children.

I know in Texas, we are serving 46 percent children. I would say
71 percent of that is priority 3 children, which are considered high-
priority folks. So I think before we target any further, we need to
look at just what the makeup of those high priorities are. Yes; the
are going to be children because that is a high priority, priority 3.

So I don't know how much targeting we can do. You have to
make the decision now whether you want to serve a child that is a
2-year-old, that has no food, and as a consequence, is anemic, who
can't gain weight, that lives out in Presidio, TX, versus the same
type of child that lives in Houston. Which one do you serve? We
are making decisions about that now. Where will we put the
money, because there is a need in both places, but perhaps the
need 18 greater because the nuinbers are greater in Houston than
they are in Presidio.

I think before we target any further, we need to find out more
specifically what is already being targeted. I don’t know how much
further we can target unless we want to serve all infants and all
children—I mean, and all women. But, you know, what is the per-
centage of low-income women age 44—1I mean, 15 to 44, who could
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get pregnant within any given year? What is the number of low-
income infants that are born in any given year versus the larger
pool of children that are potentially eligible who have, many of
them, high needs, high nutritional risk factors involved in their
conditions?

Mr. McKErNAN. I am not sure that you really answered my
question. I guess I was talking about whether more funds ought to
be going to one of the other priorities, one or two, rather than
three. Not so much that there isn’t a need for three.

Ms. LitTeer. Funds aren’t targeted to individuals currently. I
me#®, right now we receive an administrative grant and we receive
a food grant, and with that food grant, we can serve, you know, pri-
orities in any one of the categories, either women, infants or chil-
dren. No money is attached to a particular category at this time.

Mr. McKerNAN. I understand that. What I am saying is if there
are fewer dollars available than we need, would it make any sense
to do that?

Ms. LitTeer. If we receive fewer dollars, you have to look at
where those dollars are going. The infant food package is far great-
er than a children’s food package or a woman’s food package. Cur-
rently we are faced right now with ridiculous levels of inflation
rates that USDA uses to base their 1985 and 1986 funding. I mean,
inflation in Texas in 1984 was 5.2 percent. For the Nation, they use
2.49 percent.

They can't keep up now, so who is going to hurt? The food pack-
age to infants is $44, compared to $36 in Texas, so if I get less
money, 1 serve fewer infants because that is where most of my
money is going. It is crazy. They push to serve infants and they
don’t give you the money to pay the infant food package so you
don't serve infants. I mean, it is a catch-22 situation as it is right
now.

I might not have answered your question—

Mr. McKERNAN. I think you demonstrate what a difficult prob-
lem we have——

Ms. LitTEER. It is a very difficult problem.

Mr. McKERNAN. Let me just follow that up by asking whether it
would make any sense to target the higher priorities from the Fed-
eral level and ask the States to help participate in the lower prior-
ities if there are, in fact, fewer dollars.

I understand that only Massachusetts and Maryland participate
in the program and that the rest of the States are basically using
all Federal funds. Do you have any comments on that?

Ms. LiTTEER. It would be a personal comment; it wouldn’t be one
from the Association. I think the association supports the appro-
priations in H.R. 7 and I do, too—I mean, from Texas. As far as
other States becoming involved in subsidizing, if you will, I can’t
really speak to that. I know what we are doing. I know what Mas-
sachusetts has done. I know that Louisiana used to; it doesn’t any-
more because many of the States are facing their own kinds of
problems in State administration. Texas right now has something
in our legislature, whether it may be passed, authorizing it may be
one thing, but the appropriation is slim and none, the way it looks
right now. :
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So I don’t know. I really can't speak to that issue for the associa-
tion. I am not sure it would be feasible.

Mr. McKEerNAN. Let me just sa{—as one who supported HR. 7
last session, and as one who probably will not this session because,
while we felt that we were on the right track with the deficit until
around December 1984, all of a sudden we found out the deficit
wasn't going to be $160 billion, as we had thought, but rather, 230
billion; I hope that the association will think about what seems to
be a growing trend, projected as a trend before we éven saw the
high deficits, and that is more and more programs being sent back
to the State level.

I am afraid that if we are going to do what really needs to be
done in this program, that the States are going to have to also be
willing to help out. Even with the funding in H.R. 7, we are not
going to be able to satisfy all of our needs. I don’t believe that we
are going to have that level of funding from the Federal Govern-
ment. So, that is going to mean there is going to be an even greater
need and States are going to have to also put the kind of priorit
on these programs that I think we have to put on them at the Fed-
eral level.

Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HAwkins. Mr. Goodling.

Mr. GoopLinG. I only have one question I would ask. First of all,
let me say to the school food service representative that, as usual,

ou folks are doing a good job. We appreciate it. We will do our

st to help Iw{ou to do a good job. We may have to ask you to do a
good job with a little bit less or we may have to ask you to do a
good job with the same, but we know you will do it no matter what.
We will do our best to support you.

One question. If you must make choices, Ms. Litteer, where does
the pregnant teenager fit in these choices, for instance, in relation-
ship to a 4-year-old child or something of that nature in the WIC
Program?

Ms. LiTTeeR. Prior to the new regulations, which, as I mentioned,
had to be implemented June 1 of this year, the teenage postpartum
would have probably been the first to go. The administration has
issued new regulations which give States latitude and flexibility to
prioritize the postpartum woman into either priority 3, 4, or 5.

I feel very certain many States will take that flexibility and put
the teenage postpartum into priority 3's, but there again, that is
priority 3 along with children, children with anemia and who
maybe have other health problems associated with that. So it is
going to be—they are going to be competing with priority 3 chil-

ren.

Mr. GoopLiNG. When you say that prior to the new regulations
they probably would have been the first to go, what was the think-
ing behind that decision? It seems to me they are the ones who are
probably going to end up having the most children over a period of
30 years, 40 years?

Ms. Lirreer. I really am not sure what USDA’s thinking was
when they developed the priorities in the first place, but they did
put postpartum women, all postpartum women, regardless of parity
or prior histories ur whatever problems during pregnancy into cate-
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gory priority 6, and it was, I hope, at the insistence of many of us
tate directors and nutritionists across the couniry who deal with
WIC that they have seen, perhaps, the error of their way and cor-
rected it by giving States the flexibility.

We are appreciative of it, I know, and we will be implementing it
in Texas, too.

Mr. GoopLING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Lirreer. Thank you.

Chairman Hawkins. Thank you, Mr. Goodling.

Again, the Chair wishes to thank the witnesses. It has been a
very fruitful panel and we certainly appreciate all that you have
brought to us.

Mr. Lemov, it is a pleasure to have you on that side of the table,
as well as on this side.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of the U.S. Catholic Conference follows:]

UNiteD STATES CATHOLIC CONFERENCZ,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
Washington, DC, April 1, 1985,

Representative Aucustus HAwKINS,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary and Vocational Education,
Housﬁclf}ducatwn and Labor Commuttee, U.S. House of Representatives, Washing-
ton,

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN. We understand that the Subcommittee on Elementary, Sec-
ondary and Vocational Education has scheduled hearings on. H. R. 7, thc “School
Lunch and Child Nutrition Amendments of 1985.” We wuuld like to bring to your
attention a matter of serious concern regarding the participation of private school

students in these roirams.

Many Catholic gug schools across this country are no longer eligible to partici-
pate in programs under the National School Lunch Act and Child Nutrition Act of
1966 as a result of the enactment in 1981 of an amendment proposed by the Office
of Management and Budget to disqualify all private schools charging an annual av-
erage tuition of $1,500.00 or more from such participation. This amendment was
adopted by Congress with little or no debate on its merits.

Since this tuition exclusion provision has been implemented, 212 Catholic second-
ary schools with a population of 144,533 students have been disqualified from par-
tic.pating in the school lunch and child nutrition pﬁram&. We expect that another
241 schools with a population of 207,414 students will be disqualified from partici-

at.lng(%)oy September 1986 because the tuition in these schools will have reached the
gI,SOO. threshold. The school disqualification rate will slow down, but on the aver
age, ten schools annually will be disqualified as the rate of inflation forces more and
more of our high schools to raise tuition.

The apparent purpose of this proposal was to reduce Federal expenditures by re-
nwvaing subsidies for families which cuuld afford to provide for the nutritional needs
Jf their children. It was assumed that any family which could afford $1,500.00 for
twtivn to a private school could well afford to pay for a child’s lunch. This is a false
assumption, because there are many low incume families making great sacrifices to
send their children to private schools. What this provision did accomplish was to
Jaterject a distinction between public and private schuol students in determining
who would benefit from the National School Lunch and Child Nutrition Acts. We
believe this provision is discrimunatory and should be removed. Arguments can be
made on several levels to support our position.

Catholic schools whach charge $1,500.00 or_more n tuition do not exclude children
of luwer incume families whose need fur subsidized child nutrition benefits clearly
are justfied. These children are automatically disquahfied from the programs
sunply because their families have made the eatra sacrifice to seek out education in
a private schoul. On the other hand, children of wealthy families residing in exclu-
&ive upper incume cummunities who attend public schools in those areas remain
qualified to receive benefits. ) )

Establishing the tuition Limitation provision at the arbitrary sum of $1,500.00 will
eventually exclude mnng mure Plivale schouls frum participating i the school feed:
ing programs. Thus, while thuousands of students are disqualified from the lunch

160



57

program because they attend a private school which charges $1,500.00 or more an-

nually for tuition, students attending public schools whose average annual per pupil .
cost is $2,917.00, still enjoy the benefits of the lunch program. This is both unfair

and discriminatory.

Since this provision was enacted, we have raised the issue on various occasions
within the Congress. For the past four years we have had the sympathetic ear of
many members of your Committee. As you know, the late Chairman held special
hearings on this issue and introduced a bill to remove this provision. We are hopeful
that the Committee will reconsider this issue once again in dealing with H.R. 7, the
“School Lunch and Child Nutrition Amendments of 1985.” We urge you and mem-
bers of your Committee to remove this discriminatory provision so that the children

« attending private schools may be treated on an equitable basis with those attending
public schools with res to the provisions of child nutrition services.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for your concern and consideration. We respectfully re-
quest that our letter be made part of the record of the hearings on H.R. 7.

Sincerely,

* Rev. THOMAS G. GALLAGHER,

Secretary for Ezucation.
[The prepared statement of Agudath Israel of America follows:]
AGUDATH ISRAXL OF CA,

ComMISSION ON LEGISLATION & CIviCc ACTION,

New York, NY, March 29, 1985.
Hon. Aucustus F. HAWKINS, "

Chairman, Subcommattee on Elementary, Secondary and Vocational Education,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.
Deas MR. Cuammman. We learned this week that the Subcommittee on Elementa-
g, Secondary, and Vocational Education has scheduled a hearing on H.R. 7, the
hool Lunch and Child Nutrition Amendments of 1985. A member of the subcom-
muttee staff invited Agudath Israel of America to submit written testimony. We ap-

preciate the opportuniti:".

Agudath Israel, which speaks fu: the more than 500 Orthodox Jewish elementmx'
and secondary nonpublic schools throughout the United States, has already provid-
ed you with an analysis of the Administration’s Fiscal Year 1986 budget proposal as
it relates to Child Nutrition Programs. Inasmuch as the issues addresse(i by HR. 7
are inextricably lLinked with budgetary considerations, a copy of our statement is at-
tached for your further review. .

In general, Federal aid on behalf of elementary and secondary education is direct-
ed toward specified groups of eligible students regardless of the type of schoo’ ‘hey
attend This hes been particularly true with res, to child nutrition legislation
vince .he enactment of *..c National School Lunch Act in 1946, However, this pat-
tern was dramatically altered when the 97th Congress amended the Act as part of
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 to disqualify any nonpublic school
charging .. average annual tuition of $1500 or more from participating in the pro-
gram.

In adopting this amendment, Congress obviously assumed that a family whose
child attends a nonpublic school charging $1500 or more can afford to provide for
*he chuld’s nutritional needs. That assumption, however, does not comport with re-
ality. It fails to take into consideration the great sacrifices made by many low-

i incume families to vbtain the education they believe is best suited to their children’s
aeeds. Moreover, at least in the context of the schools we represent, our yeshivos do

{ aut exclude children from low-income families who cannot afford to pay full tuition.
Guven the scholarshap programs avaidable, it 1s clear that tuition rates in nonpublic

| schools do not reflect the economic circumstances of the students’ families.

i The Luition exclusion provision is therefore arbitrary because it fails to consider !

| |

]

!

I

the ewnomic compositivn of the school’s student body. Students from low-income
famies are exuiuded from participation solely because of the tuition rate charged
by the school. Wealtl}_hy pubﬁ?: school students, however, remain eligible to partici-
pate. Note that accordin.g ¢z the National Center for Education Statistics, the cur
1ent annual averay,c expenditure per public school child is $2,948, almost double the
$1500 nonpublic s:hool tuition limitation.

We commend you for appreciating how unrealistic the $1500 tuition cep is. Qur
preference would be that the cap be removed entirely because, as stated above, the
assumptions upun which such limitation was based are incorrect. Moreover, it is
pout publeéémhcy tv retain a precedent whach precludes nunpublic school participa

tion in a Federal program on the basis of tuition rate.
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If, however, Congress 18 commutted to retmnlng a tuition cap, at a minimum the
cap must be raised. The $25600 himitation in HL.R. 7 i8 a far more realistic figure than
that which exists under current law.

The Ommnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 alsc terminated the Food Service
Equipment Assistance Program under whih the US. Department of Agriculture
provided eligible inatitutions wih finanuial and technoal assistance to acquire food

service ment.

of thus program has a.dverseléoaﬂ'ected the growth of the lunch
program generaiiy erty areus she Fod Servae Egwipment Assistarce
gram was often an mncenliV inaiti without °
having to expend its vwn hauted financial resuurces. Moreover, some achool lunch
programs are curreniiy usiog feiaiiveiy oid and sbeolete equipment in need of con

stant repau. We would therefore weicume the return of this worthwhile program

and enthusiastically support its inclusion in the bill, -
Mr. Chairman, we reapectfully request that the letter be entered into the record
of hearings on H.R. 7. -
Thank you for your concern and consideration. )
Sincerely,
STEVEN PRAGER,
General Counsel.
Enclosure.

STATEMENT OF AGUDATH ISRAEL OF Af,":m“ oN Prorosep C. 78 IN CHiLp NUTRITION
OGRAMS

Agudath Israel of America, which is the governmental representative for the
more than 500 Orthodox Jewish elementary and secondary nonpublic schools
throughout the country, has carefully analyzed the Administration’s Fiscal Year
1986 budget proposal as it relates to Child Nutrition Programs. We, along with
other Americans, share the Administration’s concern over the size of the federal
budget. Nevertheless, we do not agree that Child Nutrition Programs should be dis-
proportionately cut.

The 1981 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act made changes that considerably re-
duced funding for child nutrition programs. Included were reductions in Federal
meal subsidies, alterations in income eligibility for free and reduced price meals,
termunation of the food service equipment assistance program, a restriction on par-
ticipation by nonpublic schools where average annual tuition exceeds $1,600,
changes in the application process, and other limitations on program participation
As a result, some 2,700 public and nonpublic schools nationwide termunated their °
participation 1n the program affecting about 3.2 million children, approximately one
third of whom were from low income families.

The Administration now proposes a further $684 million or 17 percent reduction
in child nutzation programs, $497 million of which would be cut from the National
School Lunch Program through program cuts and a freeze in food price inflation
adjustments, This may drive an additional 8,000 schools and 6 million students from
the program,

The lunch program is particularly important for Orthodox Jewish parents, who
already shoulder the burden of expending large sums for such basics ag <osher food
and tuition for yechiva education. Moreover, youngsters attending yeshivos have a
school day that 15 3 to 4 hours longer than youngsters in other schools. A hot nutri-
tious lunch, therefore, takes on increased importance.

The Commission on Legislation and Civic Action of Agudath Israel, therefore, re-
spectfully requests consideration of the following: L.

Agudath Israel and the yeshivos it represents sirongly oppose the elimination of

federal cash and commodity reimbursement for students with family income above

[ 185 percent of the poverty line. This part of the Administration’s proposal would |

[ iower the federal subsidy by 24 cents per meal for approximately half of all lunches 1
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
\
|
|

served nationwide and would, therefore, jeopardize the very existence of the Nation
al School Lunch Program.

What the Admunistration calls a “high income subsidy” is actually a grant-in-aid
that supports the program's infrastructure and helps to meet fixed overhead ex-
penses, Eli?mmate the grant and a school may lose the kitchen, staff, and equipment
that feeds all its students, including poor children. Those schools with the highest
proportion of paid lunches \or lowest proportion of free and reduced-price lunches)
wiil be most dramatically affected by the elimination of the paid subsidy, and thus
at great risk of terminating the program entirely.
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We oppose the one year freeze on the annual cost of living adjustments in Federal
reimbursements for the School Lunch, School Breakfast, and Child Care Food Pro-
grams.,

Based on an inflation estimate of 5 percent, such a freeze would translate into a
cut to partici atm%aschools of 6 cents per free meal and 4 cents per reduced-price
meal served. Schools will therefore be forced to absorb higher meal costs while still
maintaining required nutritional standards. The freeze would most severely impact
schools which serve disproportionate shares of low and moderate income students.

We oppose the propcsed termination of U.S. Department of Agriculture adminis-
tration of the Summer Food Program in those states which are not prohibited by
law from administering the program themselves, Though we agree that it would be
far better if all states administered this program, it must nevertheless be noted that
the program is a Federal program with final responsibility to our nation’s children
in USDA. The only group that would suffer were this proposal enacted would be the
children now rarticipating in the program.

We strongly support . 7 which would restore some $200 million in child nutri-
tion funding and make other important imr‘rovementa in the programs. Most impor-
tant to our constituency is Section 7 of the bill which would permit a nonpublic
school to c}uu'%e a maximum average tuiticn of $2500 (up from $1500) and yet par-
ticipate in the lunch program.

The 1981 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act, combined with inflationary annual
increases, have negatively affected the financial viability of the lunch program. The
Administration’s proposed FY 1986 budget will further threaten the proiream in
many yzshivos. This would be a tragic development for the nutritional well-being of
our children and for the program as a whole.

We, therefore, urge you to use your good offices to maintain the program so that
it may continue to serve our nation’s children.

Chairman Hawxkins. That concludes the hearing this morning.

[Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to
reconvene subject to the call of the @Ghair.]

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record.]

PrepaRED STATEMENT OF Hon. PaT WiLLiams, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE or MONTANA, REGARDING THE ScHooL LUNCH AND CHILD NUTRITION
AMENDMENTS OF 1985 .

Thank you for the opportunity to clarify the amendment to the National School
Lunch Act contained in Section 18 of the School Lunch and Child Nutrition Amend-
ments of 1985, an amendment which I originally introduced during the 98th Con-
gress. This amendment adds a new section to the National School Lunch Act that
permits automatic eligibility for free lunch and breakfast for those children who are
members of households receiving assistance under the food stam p{gft&n or mem-
bers of an AFDC assistance unit under part A of Title IV of the Security Act.

The purpose of this amendment is to allow for the least burdensome and least
expensive application and_ verification procedures under the free lunch and break-
fast programs. This amendment 1s also intended to protect the privacy of families of
indivaduals pamcipatingh in the free lunch and breakfast programs by requiring
their permission to use their AFDC or food stamp eligibility as criteria for participa-
tion in the free lunch and breakfast programs.

This amendment is intended neither to increase nor decrease the number of chil-
dren ehgible for the free lunch and breakfast programs. Furthermore, this amend-
ment will not affect the pool of children who are subject to any verification proce-
dures, although it will simplify verification procedures for those children who qual-
ify for the free lunch and b ast programs.

At this pount, I would like to clarfg, without changing the substantive intent, the
applicability of the phrase “standard of eligibility” (page 16, line 24 of the billi w
the AFDC program. For purposes of the A program, the “standard of eligibil
ity” is the payment standard rather than the standard of need (in those states
wixere the two standards are not the same). Becav.se the food stamp program al
reea;t‘il;iéncludw a "stan?- -d of eligibility”, no clarificaiion in the legislative history is
n X

1 would also like tc ..mplify the second sentence in my amendment which beﬁins
on page 17, line 1 of the bili. The sentence in the bill includes a reference back to
the preceding sentence”. I would encourage the Committee to make the following
technical change. For the purposes of any verification under paragraph (2XC;, proof
of receipt of either food stamps or AFDC shall be sufficient.”
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PREPARED STATEMENT oF THE NATIONAL IEI‘DXCAHON ASSOCIATION AND THE NATIONAL

Mr. Chairman, the National Education Association and the National PTA submit
this joint statement in strong su%%ort of the School Lunch and Child Nutrition
Amendments of 1985 (H.R. 7). We believe this legislation will provide an important
first step 1n reaffirming our national commitment to eradicating the problem of
hunger and malnutrition among our children,

Numerous studjes have been conducted on the impact of hunger and maln‘itrition
on children. Most studies conclude that hungry and malnourished youngsters have
shorter attention spans, lowered concentration, and reduced learning abilities. More
dramatic findings indicate that hunger and malnutrition are slow but decisive kill-
ers. The studies on children conclude that hunger dulls the mind, malnutrition
erodes health, and both retard the quality of life we envision for our children.
Therefore, NEA and PTA believe our national agenda must reflect a strong and con-
tinuing commitment to adequate child nutrition.

IMPACT OF ADMINISTRATION'S BUDGET CUTS

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 made sweeping funding cuts and
revisions 1n child nutrition programs for which we continue to pay—four years
later—in 1ncreased numbers of inadequately nourished children. The School Lunch,
School Breakfast, Summer Food, and Child Care Food programs were reduced 29
percent between FY82 through FY85. Over that four-year period funding for these
proirama was cut by over $5 billion.

The largest cuts were made in federal su%)ort fpr reduced price lunches served to
near-poor children, and the number of children receiving school luriches each day
felleléy about 2.5 million. The number of low-income children receiving free or re-
duced-price school lunches dropped by close to 700,000, More than 2,700 schools have
dropped out of the program and free lunches are no longer available to children
who need them. These cuts were made largel‘y; b{ reducing the income limits for
free and reduced-prive lunches and by cutting back on federal contributions to sup-
port- the lunch program. The School Breakfast program which was cut 20 percent
caused one-half million children—two thirds of these were low-income children—to
stop receiving breakfasts.

Federal funding cuts also hurt the Child Care Food program, which helps defray
the cost of meals provided to children who are in day care. Nearly $130 million a
year was cut from federal support for meals served to children in day care centers
and homes. These children are now limited to two meals and one snack each day,
regardless of the time they spend in day care, which can exceed eight hours. The
combined effects of these and other cuts in federal su%)ort programs for low-income
day care facilities, 1ncluding the Social Service Block Grant and the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act, have forced some day care facilities to close and
some to raise fees charged to low-income parents. Others have reduced the number
of children in care or lowered the quality of care provided.

Budget reductions have terminated lunches for 400,000 children under the
Summer Food program, which continues the School Lunch program in some low-
income areas wfxen school is out. In 1981 it suffered a 20 percent cut in funding All
summer food ygvrvoémm previously operated by churches and religious organizations,
YMCAs and , boys’ and girls’ clubs, settlement houses, and similar nonprofit
organizations were \erminated. Only programs operated by school systems or state
and local governments were allowed to remain in operation.

While Congress has protected the Special Supplemental Food Program for
Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) from outright cuts, the program is still under-
funded and reaches only 3.1 million people, or about one-third of those eligible to
participate.

LEGISLATIVE REMEDY TO RESTORE CHILD NUTRITION BENEFITS

nanancihilid

Mr. Chairman, e Cungress has an opportunity indecd o respensibility - to re
verse this tragic situation. It is imperative that our national government review its
commutment to the country’s children and revitalize our child nutrition programs
The National School Lunch and Child Nutrition Amendments of 1985 (HL.R 7) is an
important step in this direction, It would reputhorize five expiring child nutrition
programs. (1) Special Supplemeatal Program for Women, Infants, and Children
(WIC); 12 Nutnition Education and Trainm% (NET), (3) Summer Food Service Pro-

ams, 4 State Administrative Expenses (SAE), and (5) Commodity Assistance—
glel:ctxon 14 of the National School Lunch Program. Additionally, H.R. 7 would re-
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store about oneseventh of the child nutrition cuts enacted in 1981 by lowering the
cost of reduced-price school meals served to near-poor children, removing restric-
tions preventing day care centers and homes from serving more than two meals and
a snack a day, and taking high medical costs into account in determining a family’s
eligibility for free or reduced-price meals. In addition, H.R. 7 requires that the nutn-
tional content of feeding programs by upgraded and provides additional federal sup-
port to accomplish this goal.

CONCLUSION

NEA and PTA support enactment of the School Lunch and Child Nutrition
Amendments of 1985 (H.R. 7) &8 a critical link in the process of restoring the effec-
tiveness of child nutrition programs prior to 1981. Some 7.5 million teachers, school
employees, and parents—our combined membership—know first hand of the impor-
tance of these programs. Our children are our greatest resource and hope of the
future. Let us begin now—with enactment of H.R. 7—to ensure their health and
well-being. We believe the health and nutrition of our children should occupy a
place of priority on our national agenda.

*
PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE MARCH oF DiMEs Birt DRFECTS FOUNDATION

The March of Dimes Birth Defects Foundation is pleased to have this opportunity
to comment on legislation to reauthorize the Supplemental Food Program for
Women, Infants and Children (WIC).

Prevention of birth defects has been the goal of the March of Dimes for more than
a quarter century. The March of Dimes was founded by President Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt in 1938 to combat polio. We celebrate this month the 30th anniversary of the
conquest of tly.;olio by Drs. Jonas Salk and Albert Sabin.

In 1958, the March of Dimes (MOD) turned its attention to the group of diseases
which constitutes the nation's single largest child health problem—birth defects.
The MOD defines a birth defect as an abnormality of structure, function or metabo-
lism, whether genetically determined or a result of environmental influence during
embryonic or fetal life. Low birthweight is included within this definition. Today,
the March of Dimes is a major contributor to such fields as perinatalogy, genetics,
precatal diagnosis and treatment, and education and community services promoting
maternal and infant health. With regard to the latter, a special emphasis is placed
on reducing the incidence of low birthweight babies.

The subject of low birthweight babies in the U.S. has received a great deal of pub-
licity recently. The publicity has been caused, in part, by a report issued this past
February, by the Institute of Medicine (IOM), a part of the National Academy of
Sciences. The report, entitled “Preventing Low Birthweight,” summarizes the find-
ings uf an interdisciplinary committee established to study prevention of low birth-
weight. The March of Dimes is pleased to have been able to be a partial funder of
the committee and the dissemination of its findings.

The IOM panel concluded that the prevention of low birthweight could contribute
significantly to a reduction in infant mortality in the United States, and, more gen-
erally, to improved child health, Sume of the report’s findings are highlighted in the
following data:

Of the 3.6 million infants born each year, nearly 7 percent or 250,000 are LBW
weighing less than 5% pounds.

LBW is a leading factor in childhood disability and the greatest cause of death in
the first year of life.

Children born with low birthweight may suffer from slower mental and physical
development, respiratory, heart, kidney or nervous system disorders.

Two-thirds of all infant deaths occur among LBW babies and the incidence of
handicap among the survivors is high. In fact, the National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development estimates that the direct costs for nevnatal inten-
sive care of these infants exceed $2 billion annually.

The IOM panel examined the effect of nutrition during pregnancy on birth out-
comes. The fanel concluded that good nutrition has a positive influence on birth-
weight. Evaluation studies have shown that WIC increased birthweight among
babies of participating women. The results also seem to indicate that longer perivds
of participation in the program during pregnancy are asswuiated with greater weight
gains In fact, in its report the pane! recommends that “nutritiunal supplementatiun
programs such as WIC be part of a comprehensive strategy to reduce the incidence
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of low birthweight among high-risk women and that such programs be closely
linked to prenatal care.”’t

The WIC program, by providing nutritional supplemental foods to pregnant
women, significantly increases birthweight, thereby reducing the incidence of LBW

and its associated complications. WIC is one of the best federal programs available
to reduce the incidence of LBW because it is a unique food assistance and health
services program. It not only provides food assistance worth approximately $30 per
month per pregnant woman, but it also brings WIC participants into the health care
system. It may be one of the most successful national strategies to get poor women
into prenatal care; the single most impertant step to having a healthy baby. In addi-
tion, it provides nutrition education and counseling which stresses the importance
of good nutrition during pregnancy. Each component of WIC contributes significant-
ly to the improved outcome of pregnancy for millions of needy pregnant women.

COST EXFECTIVENESS OF WIC

The MOD recognizes that Congress and the Administration are facing s rious def-
icit reduction groblems. To this end, MOD would like to point to the cost-effective-
ness of the WIC program.

This cost effectiveness is well documented. A Harvard School of Public Health
study concluded that for every $1.00 spent in the prenatal care component of WIC,
$3.00 are saved in hospitalization costs as a result of the reduced number of low
birthweight infants requiring expensive neonatal care, 2

In 1984, the General Accounting Office (GAO), at the request of the Senate Agri-
culture Committee, evaluated the current WIC studies to judge their reliability. Pre-
natal participation in WJC was related to reductions in the incidence of low birth-
weisht ranging from 16-67 percent. While some of the studies were questioned,
GAO concluded that participation in WIC is associated with a 16-20 percent de-
crease in the proportion of LBW infants born to women eligible for WIC.

WIC and its ability to reduce the incidence of low birthweight is especially impor-
tant in areas of hui? infant mortality and low birthweight. Incidence of infant mor-
tality and low birthweight are particularly high in the Southern states. Last year,
the Southern governors formed a Task Force on Infant Mortality, headed by Gover-
nor Richard W. Riley of South Carolina. Governor Riley was responding, among
other things, to the fact that South Carolina has one of the highest infant mortality
and low birthweight rates in the country. The District of Columbia has the highest
incidence of LBW at 13.3 percent per 1000 live births, South Carolina is second with
a rate of 8.9 percent, followed closely by Mississippi with a low birthweight rate of
8 8 percent. The national average of LBW is almost 7 percent and the U.S. Surgeon
General has called for reducing the national average to § Wreent by 1990.

In its report, the IOM concludes that “the birth of LBW infants imposes a large
economic burden on our nation by contributing substantially to neonatal mortality,
to disability among surviving infants, and to the cost of health care.” 3 The report
estimates some of the costs associated with health care for LBW babies in terms of
ini ial hospital costs, rehospitalization duringvthe first year, and long-term morbidi-
ty costs. The following figures relating to LBW babies come from this report.

Average neonatal intensive care charge per infant is $13,616 (a low estimate).

A substantial portion of LBW infants are rehospitalized in the first year of life. 38
percent of very low birthweight babies and 19 é)ercent of moderately low birth-
weight. The cost of this per infant is $6026 and $4650, respectively.

Long term costs are hard to estimate, but several studies are used in this report.
One study calculated the average direct medical costs of caring for a non-institution-
alized LBW with activity limitation to be $1405 per child. Another estimated that
institutional care for developmentally disabled children is $359,124 per child.

The IOM report panel goes on to recommend that nutrition supplementation pro-
grams such as WIC be part of comprehensive strategies to reduce the incidence of
LBW among high risk women. “Preventing LBW is an approach considerably less
custly, both sucially and economically, than additivnal investment in neonatal inten-
sive care.” ¢ The MOD strongly supports this recommendation.

' Commuttee tv Study the Prevention of Low Birthweight, Institute of Medicine, "Preventing
Low Birthweight,” National Academy Press, 1985, p. 233.

* Kennedy, E.T, et al “Evaluation of the Effect of WIC Supplemental Feeding on Birth-
weight”: American Diet. Association Journal, March 1982,

3 “Summary of Preventing Low Birthweight,” p. 35. ’
¢ “Summary of Preventing Low Birthweight,” p. 3.

66



E

63

The March of Dimes is deeply concerned about the reduction in the funding for
the WIC program for FY 85 and the reduction in FY 86 funding proposed by the
Administration. While it recognizes the need to address the problems arising from
the budget deficit, the MOD would like to re-emphasize the cost-effectiveness of the
WIC program. In fact, the MOD recommends that because full funding at the pres-
ently autherized level gerves less than haif of those eligible and in need, the full
amount appropriated for FY 856—8$1.5 billion—be released and allocated as soon as
possible. Without the full fundins for FY 85, over 200,000 WIC participants will be
cut off the rogam in August and September, 1985.

For FY &6, the Administration again in jts effort to reduce the deficit has recom-

mended cutting the appropriation for WIC to $1.48 billion. This reduction, by the

Administration's own estimate, would eliminate 100’0030860 le from the program.
The Con, fonal Budget Office puts the figure at 175,000, Even a “f * at $1.5
billion (the FY 85 appropriation level) would amount to a cut for the WIC program
because it would not cover the increases in food costs. In fact, it would mean elimi-
nating 140,000 from the program. At a minimum, the MOD sugports a WIC appro-
Eriation for FY 86 at least the current services level calculated by the Congreesional

udget office to require an a prorriation of $1.569 billion. This would allow the pro-
gram to continue its present level of serving 3 million women, infants and children.

While the MOD understands and appreciates your concerns regardm%g)e need to
reduce the federal deficit, we believe that increased governmental emphasis on pre-
ventive helth care will save mon‘ev\[I in the long run. To this end, the MOD recop.-
mends a modest increase in the WIC program, bringing the funding level to $..7
billion for FY 86. Throughout its history, the WIC program has steadily expan fed
. . . approximately 300,000 people have been added each year. We urge tha' a
modest expansion (as proposed in H.R. 7 introduced by Rep. Hawkins) be provided,
so that more of those in need can be reached.

CoUNCIL FOR AMERICAN PRIVATE EDUCATION,

. Washington, DC, May 6, 1985.
Hon. Aucustus F, HAWKINS,

Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

Dear MR. CuAIRMAN. On behalf of the Council for American Private Education
(CAPE) which represents, through its member organizations, about 80% of all pri-
vate school students, I am writing in support of H.R. 7, the “Schoo. Lunch and Child
Nutrition Amendments of 1985". We sup&rt our efforts to restore funding to
School Lunch, School Breakfast and Child Care Food Programs and to improve the
school breakfast meal pattern. We want to thank you for holding recent hearings
regarding the reauthorization of four child nutrition programs and WIC.

ncluded in H.R. 7 is a provision which addresses a concern of particular impor-
tanwve to private education--the tuitiun limitation pruvision for determining private
school participation in the school lunch programs. As you are well aware, in an
amendment adopted in the 1981 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act, the focus of
ass:stance wae shifted for the first time from the student is private schools to the
institution without any attention to the social or economic composition of the stu-
dent body. The basic assumption is that students at such “high cost” schools which
charge more than $1300 in tuition come from wealthy families and really are not in
need of a government subsidized lunch. This is far from the truth. Hundreds of
schwls are spending millions of dollars annually on scholarship aid for needy stu-
dents. The Administration’s goal in the nutrition area was to curb growth in the
prugrams while targeting the assistance to the lowest income families. The current
tuitiun alluwance hurts exactly the students the Programs are intended to benefit.

As you know, special hearings held during the last Congress by the late Chair
man, Representative Carl Perkins, resulted in legislation introduced to eliminate
this provision. In the Committee’s final action, it accepted a minority proposal to
increase the level of the tuition limitation to $2500 to provide temporary relief for
most private schools.

In ’pnncipal we object strongly to the idea that a private school's participation in
any lederal program should be based on its tuition charges. The federal programs
involving private schouls historically have been targeted for students, not schools,
under the child bepefit theory. The introduction of tuition as a limiting factor is a
very il advised and misleading precedent and in our O?inion it should not be perpet-
uated in this lefislation. We support the elimination of the tuition limitation.

We respectfully request that this letter be submitted as part of the hearing record
un child putrition programs which are currently being reviewed by this Committee,
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Thank you for your concern and consideration.
With all best wishes,
Sincerely,

RogerT L. SMiTH,
Executive Director.

ConNSULTANT DIETITIANS IN HEALTH CARE FACILITIRS,
April 6, 1985.
Hon. Aucustus F. HAWKINS,
U. S. Representative,
Washington, DC.

Drar CoNGRrEsSMAN HAWKINS. As national Chairman-Ele:t and Legislative Co-
Chairman of the Consultant Dietitians in Health Care Facilities, the largest and
longest established of The American Dietetic Association, representing approximate-
ly 4,000 members, I would like to urge your support of three key legislative issues:
E};ﬂd nutrition, WIC and the nutrition ‘monitoring bill to be proposed in the 99th

ngress,

CHILD NUTRITION

CD-HCF urges your support of HR 7 as introduced by Congressman Hawkins. As
nutrition professionals, CD- HCF is seriously concerned with the potential ramifica-
tions the administration’s budget will have on school children and the National
School Lunch Program With the $1.5 billion cuts in federal funding for child nutri-
tion being passed by the 97th Congress, approximately three million children per
day dropped out of the National School Lunch Program. With the currently pro-
posed Ludget cuts in child nutrition, it is estimated that approximately 5-6 million
childrt# and 8,000-10,000 schools will be forced to drop out of the National School
Lunch Pro Proponents of the cuts argue the cuts would only impact the “afflu-
ent” $19,000 and above income families. However, the $.25 that is currently pro-
posed to be cut is used to support the entire National School Lunch Program, not
just one segment With a further reduction in volume, schools will be unable to Jjus-
tify preparing food and maintaining personnel and equipment.

CD-HCF would offer an alternative for consideration y Congress through encour-
aging support of S 308 which would amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to
reduce the deduction for business meals and to earmark the savings from such a
reduction for the child nutrition programs.

WIC

The administration is proposing $1.424 billion for WIC in fiscal year 1985 and
§1 48 billion for fiscal year 1986, While media efforts portray the budget as “main-
taining current services” in WIC, it actually represents a cut for both years.

With the administration's budget, approximately 237,000 low income pregnant
women, infants and children at risk natritionally would have to be cut from the
program in the last three months of fiscal year 1985. In fiscal year 1986 the pro-
gram would serve 175,000 fewer women, infants and children than if it were main-
tained at current service levels.

NATIONAL NUTRITION MONITORING

CD HCF understands Representatives MacKay, Brown and Walgren will be intro-
ducing a substantially revised 99th Congress vermon of HR 4684 ' National Nutri-
tien Monitoring and Related Research Act of 1984". If you have had an opportumt
to receive « copy of the draft, I would appreciate receiving your input on the bill.

CD HCF supports legislation to establish a coordinated National Nutrition Monr-
toring Program so that linkages between food consumption, nutrition status and
health status can be used to make sound public policy decisions,

In summary, CD-HCF would urge your support of maintaining funding at the
current level for child nutrition programs and the WIC program. Nutrition pro-
grams represent only .1% of the federal budget, yet they have incurred a 33% re-
duction in funding CD HCF supports fiscal responsibility and a balanced budget,
but when recovery of tax subsidies through corporate entities would more than
offset the proposed budget cuts, it is difficult to understand ur accept such a dispro-
portionate share in budget cuts for such important programs.

-RIC 68

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



E

65

We appreciate your interest and diligent efforts in this regard, and I will look for-
ward to hearing from you.
incerely,
Jupy Forp Stokes, R.D.,
Chairman-Elect, Legislative Co-Chairman.

THE AMERICAN DIETETIC ASSOCIATION,
Chicago, IL, April 15, 1985.
Hon. Aucustus F. HAwKINS,
hairman, Committee on Educatic.. .nd Labor,
Washington, DC.

Dear CuatrMAN Hawrkins. Thank you for introducing H.R. 7, the School Lunch
and Child Nutrition Amendments of 1985, in the 99th Congress. The American Die-
tet.. Association ADA; endurses yuur prupc tv combat hunger in America, alle-
viate the problems caused by recent funding cuts in child nutrition programs, in-
crease the effectiveness of these programs through administrative reform, and con-
duct studies upon which pulicy decisions can be made to meet emerging needs of our
nation’s children.

ADA's 50,000 members share your deep concern about the fate of child nutrition
programs under this Administratior.. To ask that these programs bear more than
their fair share of cuts to reduce the deficit—especially in light of the Congressional
Research Service analysis provided to your Committee, and the long way we have to
g0 before meeting the 1990 goal for reducing infant mortality —seems shortsighted.
ADA has asked vur nativnal grassrouts network to continue lobbying Senators, espe-
cally members of the Budget Commuttee, to hold the line on cuts in these programs,
amzet: demonstrate the harm that previous cuts hLave caused in the Senators home
states,

On March 20, the ADA Board of Directors endorsed The American School Food
Service Association’s “1985 Legislative Issue Paper” icopy enclosed). Many of the
provisions suppurted un the paper are included in your bill, we are grateful that
your ideas for meeting the nutritional needs of children mesh with our own.

We would apxreciate your inclusion of this letter in th. record for the hearing
you conducted afril 2. Please do not hesitate to call on us if we can assist you to
meet our mutual bjectives for this issue. In Washington, we are represented by
Latham, Watkins & Hills, Cindy Witkin, M.P.H. R.D., may be reached at (202} 828-
4400. Our Government Affaurs office s currently located at our headquarters in Chi-
cago. Cathy Babingtun, M.B.A, R.D., Assistant Executive Director, may be reached
at (312) 280-5068.

Once again, our heartfelt thanks.

Sincevely yours,

Donna R. Watson, R.D,,
President.
Juunian F. Haynes, Ph.D,
Executive Director.
Enclosure.

{Endorsad by the American Distetic Associstion Board of Directors, Mar 20, 1985)
THE AMERILAN ScHuoL Foob SERVICE ASSOCIATION, 1985 LEGISLATIVE Issuk PapE «

BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

The American School Food Senvice Association tASFSA, is a nonprofit association
of approsamately 60,006 members who are responsible fur plann.ng, preparing, and
serving schoul meals. As such, ASFSA s vitally cuncernied abuut the health and nu-
tritional well-being of the nation’s children.

Child Nutrition was an active area n the 97th and 98th Congressional sessiens. In
the 37th Congress, federal funding fur child nutritiun was reduced by one-third, or
approximately $1.% billion. As a result, participation in the National School Lunch
Program declined by appruximately 3 million children ger day. Almost one million
of these three million childres were poor Jhildren whe had furmerly received a free
of reduced prace lunch. In the I8th Cungress, vanivus pruposals to restore funding,
as well as legislation to enact additional cuts, all failed.

On February 4, 1985, as part of the 1986 budget, President Reagan proposed to
further reduce federal support fur child nutrition by $686 mullion, in addition to a
“freeze” of thuse reumbursement rates that would continue tv exist. The American
Schooi Food Serviee Assuciativn (ASFSA, having met to consider the current issues
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facing the federal Child Nutrition Programs, and with the events of recent years in
mind, respectfully requests that the Congress consider the following positions.

PROGRAM REAUTHORIZATION

1, ASFSA supports a four-year extension of the several Child Nutrition Programs
whose authorizations expire at the end of the current fiscal year. The Nutrition
Educat.on and Trawning Program, the Summer Food Service Program for Children,
the Commodity Distribution Prugram, and the provision for State Administrative
Expenses \SAE) expire on September 30, 1985. All other Child Nutnition Programs,
ncluding the School Lunch Program and the School Breakfast Program, are perma-
nent.

GENERAL ASSISTANCE SUPPORT

2A. ASFSA strungly opposes the elimination of cash and commodity support based
upun the participation of students with family income above 185 percent of the pov-
erty Line. This proposal would lower the federal subsidy by 24¢ {cents) per meal for
appruxamately half of all the lunches served nationwide and would, therefore, jeop-
ardize the very existence of the National School Lunch Program.

The rationale for the Administration’s proposal is that this support is an “upper
inwome subsidy” and cannot be justified. The characterization of federal support re-
ceived by local schools under Section 4 of the National School Lunch Act as an

upper income subsidy” indicates a lack of understanding of how the program oper-
ates at the local level, how the funds are used, and of the differences between the
school lunch program and a welfare program.

The so-called “high income subsidy™ is not a transfer payment to individuals but
i5 a grantan-aid to schools to support the basic infrastructure of the school lunch
prugram. It helps to meet other relatively fixed overhead expenses. Without this
support, many school districts could not afford to participate in the National School
Lunch Program, thereby depriving all children in thc community, including poor
children, of the nutritional value of the program.

It is conservatively estimated that 5 to 6 million children and 8,000 to 10,000
schouls wall be forced from the National School Lunch Program if the proposed cuts
are enacted.

2B. As part of its proposal to eliminate school lunch general assistance, the Ad
minstration 18 seekung to luwer the resmbursement rate fur free and reduced-price
lunvhes by approximately 12¢ .cents, and substitute USDA commodities for this
«ash support. Whale thus pruposal would ma:ntain the current level of total commod-
ity purchases natiunwide, the restructuring of the nature of the federal support for
f1ee and reduced prae school lunches will cause majur disruptions at the local level.

NATIONAL COMMODITY PROCERSING

_3. ASFSA supports, as an indispensable element of the commodity program, the
Nauvnai Commodity Processing program to work n conjunction wath state process-
10 ov that suhools throughout the country may derive the full benefits of the Pro-
gram.

TURNBACK TO STATES

4. ASFSA upposes elimunating the requirement that USDA directly administer
Chud Nutnitiun Pregrams .n etates that du not have a legislative prohibition agree
ment agamst this activaity. The only one to be penalized in this situation would be
the chiudren now participating in a federal nutrition program. True, it would be
dea of states admunistered ail prugrams, but the Child Nutrition Programs are na-
twhai progiams. To deprive a mmonty of children these benefits would not be in
the best interest of the nation’s children.

CHILD CARE FOOD PROGRAM

5. ASFSA supporis the continuation of vhe Child Care Food Program as currently
authurized. Additwenal eligibiiity qualifications should not be incorporated until
proven cost effective.
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NUTRITION EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAM

6. ASFSA supports the original concept of 50 cents per child per year for the pur-
pose cif nutrition education for students and ongoing training for food service per-
sonnel.

H.R. 7 (HAWKINS)

7. ASFSA supports the provisions contained in H.R. 7. In 1984, the House of Rep-
resentatives, by a vote of 343-72, passed H.R. 7, which would have restored some
$200 million in child nutrition funding and made other important improvements in
the prugrams. In the Senate, a companion bill was introduced, as was legislation by
Senator Rudy Boschwitz (R-Minn.), that would have restored approximately $100
million in child natrition funding. ASFSA supported these bills and continues to
stéggort the provisions that were contained in them as a statement of nutritional

need.
Chairman Auguetus Hawkins, House Education and Labor Committee, reintro-
duced H.R. 7 on January 3, 1985.

JEFFORDS AMENDMENT: COMPETITIVE FOOD SALES

8. ASFSA supports the strict regulation of competitive foods and passage of the
"Jeffords” amendment. Current law allows the sale of competitive foods, found by
the Secretary to be nutnitionally satisfactory, only “if the proceeds from the sales of
such foods will inure to the benefit of the schools or of organizations of students
approved by the school.” The Jeffords amendment would complement this section
by providing that “A school ur food authority participating in a program under this
Ac. may not contract with a food service comp;a:({ to provide a la carte food service
whiess such wmﬁany ees to offer free, reduced-price, and full-price reimbursable

meals to all eligible children.”

5. 308 (HART)

9. ASFSA supports S. 308, .hich would amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
tv seduce the deduction for business meals and tv earmark the savings from such
reductions for the Chuld Nutrition Programs. This legislation, which will leave no
smpuct on the federal budget, will substantially restore funding to the level that ex-
isted prior to the 1981 cuts.

STATE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSE FUNDING

10. ASFSA supports adequate state Admunistrative Expense Funding (SAE; for
state admunistration of guality Child Nutntion Programs. We would oppose any
effort to reduce SAE funding to the states.

NUTRITION PROGRAMS FOR ELDERLY
11. ASFSA supports the use of school food facilities, equipment, and personnel to
assist nonprofit nutrition programs for the elderly.
FEASIBILITY STUDY

12. ASFSA urges the Congress to undertake a feasibility study or pilot project on
a}l}_}&he vanwus methuds of operating a self financng school lunch program for all
children.

STATEMENT FOR THE RECOorRD ON H.R. 7 ‘Ti ScrHooL LuncH AND CHILD NUTRITION
AMENDMENTS oF 1985”

Bread fur the Wurld, the nativnal Chnistian citizens’ luoby on hunger issues, sup-
ports the increases in child nutntion assistance provided l)FhH.R. 7, The School
Lunch and Child Nutrition Assistance Amendments of 1985, This bill—and jts com-

ruun, the Cumprehensive Nutrition Assistance bill introduced April 1st by ReF
Ki\.ke} Leland, Chaur of the Huuse Select Committee on Hunger—would partally
restore 1381 Cuts un Jhuld nutrition programs that have been particularly harmful to
pour children. Chiidren are a growing propuition of the poverty population. one out
of four US children--half of all Blaci Chifd",l'en' live in families whose in